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COMMANDER'SINTRODUCTION

This Annua Command History for 2001 captures key mission support activities, training
and leader development initiatives, and combat devel opment accomplishments for the U.S.
Army Fed Artillery Center and Fort Sill.

The year's defining event was the unanticipated terrorist attack on the World Trade
Center and the Pentagon on 11 September. This nationd tragedy changed Fort Sill's
operationa climate by shifting its focus to unprecedented levels of force protection.

While soldiers and civilians worked around the clock to ensure local safety and security,
the Field Artillery and Fort Sill continued to transform and prosper. In support of the U.S.
Army's continued transformetion, the Field Artillery has continued to lead the way in futures
development and integration. Advancesin the development of the Crusader 155-mm. Sdf-
propelled Howitzer, the High Mohility Artillery Rocket Sysem (HIMARS), and the Lightweight
155-mm. Towed Howitzer promise responsive fire support capabilities that address the
continued demand for a broad range of fires across the full spectrum of operating environments.

In addition to emerging wegpons systems, field artillery munitions, such asthe Guided MLRS

(GMLRS) and the Excdibur Unitary, assure unpardleled precisonfiresin the near future.

Thisyear, Fidd Artillery training and leadership initiatives focused on producing and
maintaining adaptive leeders. The recent redignment of the Field Artillery School streamlined
academic operations that continue to provide Field Artillery leaders with congstent, world-class
training and ingruction. Programs of Ingruction for Officer and Noncommissoned Officer
courses continue to transform in an effort to better prepare leaders to perform the tasks and
duties expected of them in the operationd forces. The Fed Artillery School isleveraging its
available ingructiond technologies by offering distance learning and redl-time, online
information, as an integrd facet of the Fires Training XX| Strategy.

Around the world, Redleg soldiers are the pride of the Nation'sforces. At home, Fied
Artillery units continue to train to unprecedented levels of high-qudity performance -- preparing
for whatever opportunities and chalenges await in the coming years. Now more than ever, the
Caissons are indeed rolling along.

MICHAEL D. MAPLES
Major General, USA
Commeanding



PREFACE

The 2001 Annual Command Hi story for the U S. Arny
Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill follows the
deci si on- maki ng process as closely as possible. Through
emai |, nmessages, staff reports, fact sheets,
correspondence, briefings, and other docunentation, the
Command Historian's O fice has recreated as cl osely as
possi bl e how the Center and Traini ng Command nmade key
deci si ons concerning training, |eader devel opnent,
doctrine, force design, equipnent requirenents, and
m ssi on support.

Because the Center and Trai ni ng Command were
involved in many diverse activities during the year, the
Command Historian's O fice under the direction of the
Commandi ng General selected only those activities deened
to be the nost historically significant to include in the
Hi story.

Preserving historical docunents forms a vital part
of the historian's work. After they are collected from
t he various Center and Trai ni ng Command organi zati ons
during the process of researching, they are filed in the
hi storical records and docunents collection in the
Command Hi storian's Ofice. All docunents are avail able
for use by Center and Training Command staff, other U S.
gover nnment al agencies, and private individuals upon
request .

Because new docunents are often found after research
and witing are conpleted, this contenporary history is
subject to revision. As new docunents are discovered,
interpretations and conclusions will change. Coments
and suggested changes should be directed to the Comrand
Hi storian's O fice.

In the process of researching and witing the
Hi story, the historian becones indebted to many people
for their advice and assistance. The Command Hi storian's
O fice would like to thank the people who provided their
technical expertise. Wthout their help witing the
hi story woul d have been far nore difficult.
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CHAPTER ONE
M SSI ON, ORGANI ZATI ON, AND M SSI ON SUPPORT
M SSI ON
| nfluenced by the new field artillery technology

introduced after the Spanish-Anmerican War of 1898, the
devel opment of indirect fire, and inadequately trained
Field Artillerynmen, the War Departnent opened the School of
Fire for Field Artillery at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, in 1911.
War Departnment General Orders No. 72, dated 3 June 1911

directed the school to furnish practical and theoretical
field artillery training to |lieutenants, captains, field
grade officers, mlitia officers, and nonconm ssioned



of ficers.*?

Composed of the U S. Arny Field Artillery School
(USAFAS), the U S. Arnmy Field Artillery Training Center
(USAFATC), and the Noncomm ssioned O ficers Acadeny (NCOA),
Fort Sill's Training Command continued the tradition
established by the School of Fire by preparing |eaders,
soldiers, and U S. Marines to be the best in providing fire
support. Through resident and distance |earning, Training
Command trai ned Arny and Marine Corps officers and enlisted
personnel in the tactics, techniques, and procedures to
enpl oy fire support systenms in support of the nmaneuver arnmns
in a wide variety of operating environnments. Tr ai ni ng
Command al so helped to develop and refine doctrine and
helped to design wunits for the |Interim Force and
experienced a significant reorganization to keep abreast of
the Transformation of the Army.?

ORGANI ZATI ON
New Commandi ng General of the US. Arny Field Artillery
Center and Fort Sill

"War Department, General Order No. 72, 3 Jun 1911
Doc 1-1, 1997 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Conmmand History (ACH); W/ bur S.
Nye Carbine and Lance: The Story of Od Fort Sil
(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, reprinted
1974), pp. 320-29.

>"Sj | houettes of Steel," Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 00,
p. 32, Doc 1-1, 2000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and
Fort Sill Annual Command Hi story.
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On 23 August 2001 Major General M chael D. Maples
succeeded Major Ceneral Toney Stricklin as the Conmandi ng
General of the US. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS). General Maples graduated fromthe United
States MIlitary Acadeny in 1971 and was conmm ssioned a
second lieutenant in the Field Artillery. Hs mlitary
education included the Field Artillery Officer Basic
Course, the Field Artillery Oficer Advance Course, the
US Arny Command and General Staff College, and the

Nati onal War Col | ege. He commanded the 41st Field
Artillery Brigade, Babenhausen, CGermany; the 6th Battalion,
27th Field Artillery at Fort Sill, Olahoma; and B Battery,

6th Battalion, 37th Field Artillery in Korea. Gener al
Mapl es served at Headquarters, Departnment of the Army as
the Director of the Operations Readi ness and Mobilization
and the Director of MIlitary Support in the Ofice of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans prior to
taking command at Fort Sill. H's decorations included the
Def ense Superior Service Award, the Legion of Merit with
two Oak Leaf Clusters, the Bronze Star Medal, the
Meritorious Service Medal with three Cak Leaf Clusters, the
Arnmy Commendati on Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster, and the Arny
Achi evenmrent Medal . His foreign decorations included the
French Croix du Guerre with Silver Star.?
New Deputy Commanding General for Training/ Assistant
Commandant of the U S. Arny Field Artillery School

On 11 October 2001 Brigadier General WIlliamF. Engel
passed his responsibilities of the Deputy Commanding
General for Training/ Assistant Commandant of the U S. Arny
Field Artillery School to Brigadier General David C.
Ral st on. Following his graduation from Wber State
Col | ege, Ogden, Utah, in 1975, General Ralston graduated
fromthe Field Artillery Oficer Basic Course. He attended
the U.S. Arny Command and General Staff College and served
as an Arny War College Fellowship at Harvard University.

Fol l owi ng command of the Division Artillery, 1st Cavalry
Di vi sion, Fort Hood, Texas, he became the Chief of Staff,
US. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill. In March

2001 General Ral ston assunmed duties as the Assistant Chief
of Staff for Operations, Kosovo Force. His awards included
the Defense Meritorious Service Medal with two Oak Leaf

3Official Biography, Major General M chael D. Maples,
Doc |-1; "Maples New Commandi ng General ," Fort Sill
Cannoneer, 30 Aug 01, p. 1l1la, Doc |-1a.
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Clusters, the Arny Meritorious Service Medal with four QGak
Leaf Clusters, the Joint Service Commendation Medal, the
Army Commendation Medal with OGak Leaf Cluster, and the

Kosovo Canpai gn Medal .*
Transformation of Fort Sill's Trai ning Command

“Of ficial Biography, Brigadier General David C.
Ral st on, Doc |-1laa; "Assistant Commandants Change," Field
Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, p. 36, Doc I-2.
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G ven a tasking by the Chief of Staff of the Arny,
General Eric K. Shinseki, to restructure the U S. Arny
Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), the Commandi ng
General of TRADOC, General John N. Abrans, set out to
redesign his command beginning in 1999.° Besides initiating
action to cut infrastructure, the General envisioned
consolidating training throughout TRADOC in the near future
into four centers: a maneuver center at a site to be
det erm ned; a maneuver support center at Fort Leonard Wod,
M ssouri; a maneuver sustainnment center at Fort Lee,
Virginia;, and a maneuver command and control center at Fort
Leavenwort h, Kansas. As a part of this endeavor, he wanted
to restructure TRADOC s service schools by creating an
interim nodel and subsequently replacing it wth the
obj ective nodel. Consolidating training and restructuring
i ndi vidual service schools would elimnate redundancies
t hr oughout TRADCOC, woul d reest abl i sh a st andard
organi zational framework for service schools, would reduce
the span of control for school commandants, and would free
soldiers for duty in operational comrands, anpng other
benefits.®

For Fort Sill, General Abram s interim school node
meant significantly redesigning Training Comrand that
included the Field Artillery Training Center (FATC), the
Noncomm ssi oned Officer Acadeny (NCOA), the Field Artillery
School (FAS), and the 30th Field Artillery Reginment as a
totally new organization and involved significant
chal | enges and changes. General Abram's interim school
nodel provided for a school commandant; a quality assurance
office; a personal staff for the commndant; a chief of
staff; a proponency office; a Futures Developnent and
| ntegration Center (FDIC) for research, devel opnent, and
other simlar activities; a Branch Technical/Tactical
Training Directorate, also called a Branch School, for
basi ¢ branch instruction; and a Leader Training Center for
advanced branch instruction. Upon inplenmentation the
interim school mdel wuld elimnate many Fort Sil
training organizations as they existed in 2000-2001,
i ncluding Training Command, the Gunnery Department, the
Fire Support and Conmbined Arnms Operations Departnment

°2000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Conmmand Hi story (ACH), pp. 1-2.

° bid., p. 2.
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(FSCAOD), the Noncomm ssioned Officer Acadeny, the Field
Artillery Training Center, the Warfighting Integration and
Devel opment Directorate (WDD), the Directorate of Conbat
Devel opments (DCD), the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack
Battl e Laboratory, and other critical Training Comrand
organi zations by merging them into the FDIC, the Branch
School, or the Leader Training Center.’
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Upon receiving the assignnent to reorganize, Fort Sil
outlined its plan of action late in 2000 and early in 2001.
At the end of 2000, Fort Sill's interim school npdel
which was inmplenented in the fall of 2001, included a
school commandant wth a personal staff, a quality
assurance office, a chief of staff, a proponency office,
and a deputy conmandi ng general for training that oversaw
the FDIC, the branch school, and the |eader training

center.?

] bid., pp. 3-4; Emmil nmsg with atch, subj: Training
Command Organi zational Chart, 9 Jan 02, Doc |-3; Enuai
msg, subj: School Reorganization, 24 Jan 02, Doc |-4.
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To neet its own unique situation, Fort Sill devised its
own proposals for the FDIC, the Branch School (Branch
Techni cal / Tactical Training Directorate), and the Leader
Training Center. As delineated late in 2000 and early
2001, TRADOC' s FDI C nmodel had ten nmmjor divisions and
performed fifteen major functions. In contrast, Fort
Sill's projected FDIC would conduct the sanme basic
functions but would have fifteen divisions. Thi s nmeant
retaining sone organizations that the TRADOC nodel did not
support, such as Task Force 2000 that woul d be renaned Task
Force XXI and that would continue working with future
concepts and the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack Battle

Laboratory. FDIC would focus its attention on conbat
devel opnents, equipnent design, training developnents,
doctrinal developnment, and force structure. In the

meantime, the TRADOC Branch School nopdel would have a
support brigade, an initial entry training brigade, and a
school brigade for basic professional mlitary education
and functional mlitary education. Al t hough Fort Sill's
proposed Branch School woul d have the sane basic functions,
it outlined a slightly different organization. It planned
to retain FATC for initial entry training and the 3th
Field Artillery Reginment for basic professional and
functional mlitary education and placed support functions
under the FATC and 30th Field Artillery Reginent. As of 5
January 2001, Fort Sill's proposed Leader Training Center
included the 2-2nd Field Artillery for support; the 1-30th
Field Artillery Reginent/Gunnery Departnment for basic
training for of ficers, war r ant of ficers, and
noncommi ssi oned officers; the 3-30th Field Artillery/ FSCACD
for advanced training for officers, warrant officers, and

noncommi ssi oned of ficers; and a Headquarters and
Headquarters Battery, 30th Field Artillery Reginment for
adm ni strative support. Eventually, the 1-30th Field
Artillery would handle all basic training for officers,

warrant officers, and nonconm ssioned officers, while the
3-30th Field Artillery would handl e advanced training for
officers, warrant officers, and nonconm ssi oned officers.
For exanple, the Primary Leadership Devel opnent Course and
t he Basi ¢ Noncomm ssioned Oficer Course would be in the 1-
30th Field Artillery, and the Advanced Nonconm ssioned
O ficer Course would be in the 3-30th Field Artillery. As
the Deputy Assistant Commandant for Training and
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Organi zati on, Colonel Theodore J. Janosko, explained early
in 2001, this organization was subject to change.®

Later in 2001, Fort Sill made some m nor nodifications
to the existing battalion and departnment alignnments to
m nimze disruption to the existing school organization and
to follow the TRADOC branch school nodel nore closely. The
installation retai ned FATC and NCOA separate fromthe 30th
Field Artillery Reginent. It placed FSCAOD, the Captains
Career Course, the Warrant O ficer Basic Course, and the
Warrant Officer Advance Course in 1-30th Field Artillery
Regi mrent and assigned the Gunnery Departnent, the O ficer
Basi ¢ Course, and the Basic O ficer Leadership Course to 3-

30t h Field Artillery Regi ment . Schedul ed for
i mpl ementation early in 2002, these changes maintained the
f undament al rel ati onshi ps of t he previ ous school

organi zation where the Gunnery Departnent had proponency
for the O ficer Basic Course and FSCAOD had responsibility
for the Field Artillery Captains Career Course and warrant
of ficer courses.™

92000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 4-5.

Y nterview with atch, Dastrup with Fred R Rowzee,
Operations O ficer, Gunnery Departnment, 16 Jan 02, Doc |-
5.



10

In the neantinme, Fort Sill formed FDIC on 1 Cctober
2001. O the three major proposed organizations (FDIC, the
Branch School, and the Leader Training Center), the FDI C
i nvol ved the nost far-reaching restructuring. The FDI C had
three mpj or subdivisions: the Requirenents Determ nation,
Devel opnment s | ntegration ( RDDI ) Directorate with
responsibilities for conmbat devel opnents; the Information
Technol ogy and Production Services Division with the
m ssion of multimedia training devel opnent; and the Depth
and Sinul taneous Attack Battle Laboratory. Fort Sill also
attached the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine (TRADOC)
System Managers to FDIC as a functional relationship and
not as a command rel ationship. In the eyes of Harold
Gardner, the Deputy Director of the old Directorate of
Conbat Devel opnments that was nerged under the FDIC, the new
FDI C s nost significant contribution would focus on nerging
the materiel developers fromthe old Directorate of Conbat
Devel opments and the training and doctrine devel opers from
the old Warfighting Integration and Devel opnent Directorate
into one organization where they could coordinate their
activities better than they had done in the past.'

Anot her critical element of restructuring Training
Command i nvol ved ensuring quality training. On 26 January
2001 General Abrams directed his Deputy Chief of Staff for
Training (DCST) to establish an organi zation by 1 COctober
2001 to accredit initial entry training (1 ET),
institutional | eader devel opnent training for officers and
nonconm ssi oned officers, and the Conmbat Training Centers.

As the organization stood in md-2001, the Deputy
Commandi ng General for |ET/ Conmander of Arny Accessions
Command woul d have oversight of |ET accreditation. The
Commander of the Conmbined Arns Center would accredit
institutional |eader developnent training for officers,
warrant officers, and noncomm ssioned officers and woul d
al so accredit the Conbat Training Centers. To carry out
their accreditation responsibilities, the Deputy Commandi ng
General for IET and the Commander of the Conbined Arns
School woul d dispatch a teamto exam ne the training being

'Fact Sheet, subj: FDIC, 10 Jan 02, Doc |-6; Email
with atch, subj: Training Command Organi zational Chart, 9
Jan 02; "Futures Devel opnent Integrated with FDIC, " Fort
Sill Cannoneer, 1 Mar 01, p. la, Doc |-7; Email nmsg wth
atch, subj: Transformation of Training Command for Annual
Command Hi story, 19 Feb 02, Doc I-8.
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conducted at a given institution, to report its findings,
and to make recomendations about the level of
accreditation -- candidate for accreditation, provisiona
accreditation, or full accreditation.!?

The creation of the Fort Sill Quality Assurance (Ofice
on 1 October 2001 played a significant role in the effort
to ensure effective and efficient training. Responsi bl e
to the Deputy Conmandi ng General for Training at Fort Sill,
the Fort Sill Quality Assurance Office would conduct
internal and external evaluations, conduct accreditation
sel f-assessnents, and accredit reserve conmponent Total Arny
School System school battalions. Basically, the Ofice had
the authority to examne everything that i nvol ved
training.*®

M SSI ON SUPPORT
The Budget

12st af fing Paper with atchs, subj: Accreditation of
| ET, Ldr Dev, and CTC Program 15 Jan 02, Doc |-9;
Briefing, subj: Quality Assurance Pilot, 6 Feb 02, Doc |-
10; Interview, Dastrup with Dr. P. Robertson, Dir, QA
O fice, 8 Feb 02, Doc 1-11

13Brjefing, subj: Quality Assurance Pilot, 6 Feb 02;
I nterview, Dastrup with Robertson, 8 Feb 02.
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In 2001 Fort Sill sinultaneously executed the Fiscal
Year (FY) 2001 budget and devel oped one for FY 2002. Fort
Sill acknow edged that FY 2001 fundi ng guidance from the
U.S. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmand ( TRADOC) had hel ped

it to prepare the budget. However, in formulating the FY
2001 budget, the installation still faced a challenging
year because it had $16 mllion less than it had in the

previous year ($115, 915K cl oseout budget for FY 2000).'* In
a nmenmorandum on 29 Decenmber 2000 witten just after
Congress had signed the Defense Appropriation Bill for FY
2001, the Commandi ng General of Fort Sill, Major Genera
Toney Stricklin, wote TRADOC about the inmpact of this
reduction that came on the heels of years of successive of
budget cuts. "After many years of BASOPS [ base operati ons]
reductions, the level of risk has increased to the point
where | fear we will soon have a catastrophic failure in a
boiler or roof that will jeopardize the well being of our
soldiers and civilians," he told TRADOC. *® Such conditions
al so influenced training. GCeneral Stricklin nmentioned in
hi s menmor andum

We have one mmj or project that has direct inpact

on our training mssion. . . . Burleson Hall is

schedul ed to support the new fielding of AFATDS

[ Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data System

and 13D (automated fire support specialist)

digital training. Burl eson Hall requires the

“Emmi | msg, subj: Budget for Annual Conmand History,
15 Mar 02, Doc 1-12; Email nsg with atch, subj: Budget
for Annual Command History, 15 Mar 02, Doc I|-13.

“Menorandum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Cdr's Statenent -
FYO1l Appropriati on TRADOC Budget Gui dance, 29 Dec 00, Doc
| -14.
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renovation of 16 classroonms and electrical
outlets[,] . . . a [new] roof . . . to avoid
wat er | eaks danmagi ng the equi prment, and an HVAC
[ heat i ng, ventilating, and air conditioning
systeni.'®
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From the General's perspective, renovating Burleson Hal
was critical to neet the AFATDS fielding initiative and
reflected the close relationship between base operations
and training and the influence that the former had on the
latter. In this particular instance, the inability to
mai ntain Burleson Hall could have a detrinental inpact on
training.

General Stricklin also acknow edged other critical
fundi ng chall enges for FY 2001 and hoped for suppl enent al
fundi ng from TRADOC. Wth the current budget Fort Sill
could not pay its utility bills beyond May 2001 unless it
nortgaged its fourth quarter civilian payroll and woul d
have difficulties furnishing essential garrison operations
and normal routine nmaintenance.' The installation also
would lack sufficient funding in FY 2001 for physical
security for force protection. This would |eave the post
vul nerable to crine, restrict the ability to detect
terrorist activity, and severely limt the ability to
secure the installation and to inplenent other vital

YIbid.; Email msg with atch, subj: 2001 Budget for
Annual Command Hi story, 5 Mar 02, Doc I-15.

BEmail msg with atch, subj: 2001 Budget for Annual
Command History, 5 Mar 02; Email msg with atch, subj:
Commander's Statenent, 16 Jan 01, Doc |-16.
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security measures. Unfortunately, the terrorist attacks on
the World Trade Center, New York City, and the Pentagon
Washi ngton, D.C., on 11 Septenber 2001 reaffirned the need

for physical security.?®
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As anticipated by General Stricklin and other Fort Sill
| eaders, the appropriated budget for FY 2001, the inability
to obtain additional funding from TRADOC, and the
escalating wutility bills forced the installation to
initiate funding constraints in March 2001. To stay within
funding levels, Fort Sill inposed restrictions on tenporary
duty travel, encour aged t he maxi mum use of
tel econferencing, and video-conferencing, and reduced
expenditures on office supplies, anong other things. Of
equal inportance, the installation inplemented a civilian
hiring freeze, only filled those civilian positions that
i nfluenced the protection of life, health, and safety, and
elimnated overtime with a few exceptions.? Fort Sill even
consi dered meki ng other reductions, such as stopping the
Officer Basic Course Redleg War, elimnating field training
and live fire in the Basic Noncomm ssioned O ficer Course,
di scontinuing all observe fire shoots in the Oficer Basic
Course, and furloughing civilians. Fortunately, Congress
passed a suppl enmental funding bill in the sumrer of 2001 to
relieve some but not all of the funding pressures and | ater
enacted a special appropriation to pay for part of the
force protection requirenents as a result of the terrorist
attacks on 11 Septenber 2001.%

“Menor andum for CG, USAFACFS, subj: Exceptions to
TRADOC Civilian Hire Freeze, Decision Paper, 2 Mar 01,
Doc 1-17; Email nsg, subj: 2001 Budget for Annual Command
Hi story, 5 Mar 02, Doc |-18; Email nmsg, subj: Questions
on Sill Interpretation of Fundi ng Constraint Gui dance, 28
Feb 01, Doc [-19; Email nmsg, subj: FYO1l Fundi ng
Restrictions, 28 Feb 01, Doc 1-20; Email nmsg with atch
subj: FYO1 Funding Restrictions/Constraint, 23 Mar 01,
Doc 1-21; Email nsg, subj: FYO1l Funding
Restrictions/Constraints, 27 Mar 01, Doc |-22; Emanil nsg,
subj: Funding Constraints, 26 Feb 01, Doc |-23; Email nsg
with atch, subj: FYO1l Funding Constrain for April, 14 May
01, Doc I-24; Email nmsg with atch, subj: Budget for
Annual Command Hi story, 15 Mar 02.

“Emai| msg, subj: Annual Command History, 5 Mar 02,
Doc 1-25; Briefing, subj: Fort Sill's FY0O1l Funding
Assessnment Rel ook, 13 Mar 01, Doc |-26; Briefing, subj:
Fort Sill's FYO1l and FYO2 Fundi ng Assessnent, 8 May 01,
Doc 1-27; Menmorandum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: FYO1l Fundi ng
Restriction Inpacts, 9 Mar 01, Doc |-28.
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Meanwhi |l e, Fort Sill had to prepare for the next fisca
year as it was working on FY 2001 issues. FY 2002,
however, started out as an abnormal fiscal year. Normally,
TRADOC f urni shed budget gui dance for the com ng fiscal year
in May or June of the current fiscal year, but it did not
give guidance for FY 2002 wuntil October 2001. The
i nauguration of a new president and the bottons-up review
initiated by the Secretary of Defense delayed the
Departnment of the Arny's guidance to the major commands,
which in turn slowed down guidance to Fort Sill. \When it
did furnish guidance for FY 2002, TRADOC directed Fort Sill
and its other installations to support force protection and
contingency operations fully; to support the conmand's core
conpetencies of training soldiers, developing |eaders,
accessing and maintaining the force, and operating their
installation; to support the Transformati on of the Arnmy and
the Transformati on of TRADOC, and to pursue and | everage
t he best business practices aggressively. At the sanme tine
TRADOC told Fort Sill to provide a "cannot do" I|ist of
m ssion or program requirenents in its installation
contract that had been deferred or could not Dbe
acconplished within available funding and to rank them as
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low risk, mediumrisk, or high risk.?*

Epmi | msg with atch, subj: Budget for Annual
Command Hi story, 15 Mar 02; Interview, Dastrup wth
Barbara Mlam DRM 8 Mar 02, Doc [-29; Email nmsg with
atch, subj: Annual Command Hi story, 5 Mar 02, Doc |-30;
Menmor andum for See Distribution, subj: FY02 TRADOC Budget
Gui dance, undated, Doc |-31; Email nsg, subj: Annual
Command Hi story, 5 Mar 02, Doc |-32; Menorandum for See
Di stribution, subj: FY02 TRADOC Budget Gui dance, 26 Cct
01, Doc I-33.
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Al t hough the funding of $130 mlIlion for FY 2002 was
about $2 million nore than FY 2001 final budget, Fort Sill
still had critical concerns. In its installation contract
the post prioritized its "cannot-do" list as directed.®
The installation could not refurbish and maintain its
ranges to support training, could not conduct programred
driver training for the Bradley Fire Support Team (BFI ST)
Operator Course or the BFI ST Commander Course in accordance
with the program of instruction, could not upgrade the
Enhanced Protocol Interface Unit that supported all digital
training, could not provide adequate force protection that
was on the forefront of everyone's nmnd in |light of the
terrorist attacks of 11 Septenber 2001, and could not pay
its utilities, anmong other things. Looking at the |evel of
fundi ng for FY 2002, the Commandi ng General of Fort Sill,
Maj or General M chael D. Maples, who had replaced Genera
Stricklin in August 2001, explained that the installation
needed additional noney for the above issues and others.

ZMenor andum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Conmander's
St atenment - FY02 TRADOC Budget GCui dance, 19 Nov 01, Doc
| - 34.
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O herwi se, the post wuld have difficulties training

sol diers.
Base Realignnment and Closure 1995 and Fort Chaffee,

Ar kansas

“Email msg with atch, subj: Budget for Annual
Command Hi story, 15 Mar 02; Briefing, subj: FY02 Budget
Gui dance, 15 Nov 01, Doc I|-35; Menorandum for Cdr,
TRADOC, subj: Commander's Statenent - FY02 TRADOC Budget
Gui dance, 19 Nov 01; FY02 TRADOC Budget Gui dance, 19 Nov
01, pp. 1-18, Doc |-36.
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Qut si de of noving the Joint Readi ness Training Center
(JRTC) from Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, to Fort Polk,
Loui siana, as a result of the Base Realignnent and Cl osure
(BRAC) of 1991, the BRAC process had little influence upon

Fort Sill, Oklahoma. The 1995 BRAC, however, nmade a
significant inpact. In July 1995 the BRAC comm ssion
advi sed closing Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, a sub-installation
of Fort Sill, as an active conponent (AC) facility. Upon

approval of President WlliamJ. Clinton on 15 July 1995,
t he 1995 BRAC reconmendati ons becane Public Law 101-510 on
28 Septenmber 1995. Based upon the law, the Commandi ng
General of Fort Sill had to close Fort Chaffee except for
the mninmm essential ranges, facilities, and training
areas required for a reserve conponent (RC) training
enclave for individual and annual training and had to
di spose of excess properties to the private sector.
Effective 30 Septenber 1997, the installation would be
closed as an AC mlitary installation and woul d assune the
m ssion of mintaining the RC enclave on 1 Cctober 1997
that would license the Arkansas Arny National Guard
(ARARNG) to operate it with US. Arny Reserve (USAR)
activities being tenants and realigning current tenants
from Fort Chaffee. Fort Sill also had to transfer Fort
Chaffee area support responsibilities to Fort Sill,
establish an Arkansas Arny National Guard garrison at Fort
Chaffee, and cancel the installation's designation as a
U S. Arny Forces Command (FORSCOM) nobilization station and
contingency mssion site. In addition, Fort Sill had to
ensure that the property declared excess would be turned
over to the private sector environnentally clean.?

%2000 U.S. Arnmy Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 11-14.
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Al t hough sone transfer projects were still being worked
in 2000-2001, federal |law concerning excess property
changed.*® Through 2000 federal |aw required DOD to sel
the excess property from closed bases for less than fair
mar ket value. This requirenent forced communities to spend
consi derabl e anmount of tinme negotiating an acceptable price
with the federal governnent. In addition, DOD had to
expend time, personnel, and resources negotiating the sale
whil e mai ntaining responsibility for the costs of operating
t he base. Arkansas Congressman, Asa Hutchi nson, chall enged
the wi sdom of this practice. Addressing the Fort Chaffee
situation specifically, he pointed out that if the property
was transferred at current market value, the purchase price
woul d exceed the expected revenues generated from
redevel opnent. Gven this, there would be little incentive
to pursue a redevel opment plan because the Fort Chaffee
Public Trust wuld be unable to recoup the costs of
purchasi ng the property. To aid transferring the property,
Congressman Hutchinson wurged Congress to attach an
amendment to the DOD Authorization Bill for FY 2000 that
would permt DOD to turn over closed mlitary bases to
| ocal communities at no charge so that citizens could
benefit from base closures.?

Wrking with colleagues in Congress, Congressnan
Hut chi nson included |anguage in the FY 2000 DOD
aut hori zation bill that allowed DOD to turn over closed
facilities to local communities at no cost but directed
themto use the property to generate econom c devel opnent.

This permtted the rapid transfer of Fort Chaffee to the
Fort Chaffee Public Trust, saved the U S. Arny noney, and
accelerated community reuse plans. As a result of the
transfer, the Fort Chaffee Public Trust received 3,793
acres in Novenber 2000 at no cost and ultimately would
obtain 5,235 acres and 770 buildings from the U S. Arny
upon conpl etion of any required environnental renmediation.

In fact, Fort Chaffee was the first mmjor Arny
installation to transfer property under the no-cost policy
with the transaction being conducted at a public cerenony
held in Washington D.C. on 15 Novenber 2000. %

*Ibid., pp. 14-18.
I bid., p. 18.

281 pi d.; Mermorandum for Command Historian with atchs,
subj : USAFACFS Annual Conmand Hi story for CY2001, 29 Jan
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Al t hough nost of the transfer work had been finished in
2000, Fort Sill and Fort Chaffee had nore to do in 2001.
While the Arny conpleted environnental field work for al
property transfers, the Fort Chaffee staff focused on real
property transfers, transferred 2,163 acres under the
Economi ¢  Devel opnent Conveyance and Public Benefit
Conveyance, prepared basic disposal support packages, and
sent the conpleted ones to the Little Rock District Corps
of Engineers Real Estate Division for deed preparation.
Ongoing projects included retaining property until
transfer, conpleting environnental cleanup docunentati on,
coordinating transfer activities, and conducting i n-process
reviews as required. ?

02, Doc I1-37; Email msg with atch, subj: Draft Sections
on BRAC and A76 for Annual Conmand Hi story, 4 Mar 02, Doc
| - 38.

*Menmor andum for Conmand Historian with atchs, subj:
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story for CY2001, 29 Jan 02;
Email nsg with atch, subj: Draft Sections on BRAC and A76
for Annual Command Hi story, 4 Mar 02.
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In 2001 the Arny also marked the thirteenth-year of
BRAC inplenentation that included four separate rounds
(1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995). The four BRACs not only
created significant savings in operation and naintenance
but also permtted the Arny to replace an aging, ill-

configured infrastructure with nodern, efficient, "state-
of-the-art" facilities designed for the twenty-first
century. In addition, the realignment and closures freed

up resources vital to future readiness while furnishing the
greatest possible junpstart for the econom c devel opnent of
former Arnmy installations with Fort Chaffee being a good
exanpl e. *°
Circular A-76 Studies and Contracting Qut

After a lull in contracting out for several years,
budgetary pressures and the need to free up funds to
noder ni ze encouraged the Departnment of Defense (DOD) and
the Departnment of the Arny (DA) to make contracting out a
priority once again. In 1998 the Departnent of the Arny
directed that Circular A-76 commercial activities cost
conpetition studies be conducted to determne the nore
efficient provider with the goal of reviewing forty-eight
t housand civilian and eight thousand mlitary positions for
Fiscal Year (FY) 1999 through FY 2003. In conpliance with
the Arny's directive, the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine
Command ( TRADOC) announced in Novenmber 1998 that conmand-
wide A-76 studies of the Directorates of Information
Managenent (DO M and Training Services Centers (TSC) woul d
begin in FY 1999. Subsequently in Decenber 1998, TRADOC

®Fact Sheet, subj: BRAC Update, 7 Jan 02, Doc |- 39;
| nformati on Paper, subj: BRAC Cl osure/ Realignnment, 7 Jan
02, Doc |-40; FY99 BRAC Cl eanup Pl an and Abstract
Anal ysis (Extract), Jul 00, Executive Summary, Doc |-41;
Email nsg with atch, subj: Draft section on BRAC and A76
for Annual Command Hi story, 4 Mar 02.
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said that Adjutant General/Mlitary Personnel Offices
(AG MPO woul d al so undergo A-76 studies beginning FY 1999
The results of the DOM TSC, and AG MPO studi es and the
ongoi ng study of the Directorate of Public Wrks (DPW t hat
had begun in May 1997 at Fort Sill and that was being done
by a contractor, Managenent Analysis, Inc., would determ ne
the nmore cost-effective way of doing those jobs by
permtting government and private enterprise to put their
nmost cost-efficient proposals and organi zati ons forward for
consi derati on.

%2000 U.S. Arnmy Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 19-20.
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Unlike in the past when installation Directorate of
Resource Managenment (DRM) carried out the studies wthout
out si de assi stance, TRADOC decided to hire contractors to
hel p conduct the DOM TSC, and AG MPO studi es. TRADOC
selected this alternative because the studies were conmmand-
wide and not limted to a certain post and because |oca
DRMs had been reduced in size in response to the budget
cuts of recent years and |acked sufficient personnel to
conduct the studies. Not wi t hstanding this fundanmental
change, the study concept remai ned constant with those of
past years. Fort Sill would develop its nost efficient
DPW DO M TSC, and AG MPO organi zations to conpete with a
potential contractor. The nmore cost-effective bid woul d
then perform the function. Even though Fort Sill would
recei ve contractor support on the studies, it would have to
take a full and active part in the comrercial activities
study process, would have to take ownership of the outcone,
and would have to live with the results of the studies. In
view of this, Fort Sill established three installation
study teans in FY 1999 to work with each of the command-
wi de contractors in order to coordinate, review, and
change, as appropriate, study docunents conpleted by the
contractor.®

Qut of the four studies, TRADOC and Fort Sill conpleted
the one for the Facilities Miintenance Division in DPW
first. On 9 August 2000 TRADOC announced a tentative
decision to contract out the division, which represented
about seventy percent of DPWs work force, to Baker Support
Services, Inc., of Dallas, Texas, and set in notion a
series of actions. Under federal [|aw, unsuccessful
bi dders, affected enployees, and unions could review the
contract and the governnent's nost efficient organization
docunentati on and coul d appeal the decision to contract out
to the admnistrative appeals board. Convened at
Headquarters, TRADOC, Fort Monroe, Virginia, the appeals
board reviewed three appeals in October 2000, determ ned
that insufficient grounds existed to alter the results of
the cost conparison process, and did not overturn the
decision to convert DPWoperations to contract. Gven this
decision, Fort Sill received authority to award the DPW
contract to Baker Support Services, Incorporated in Apri
2001, and contract operations began in July 2001.°%

¥l bid., pp. 20-21.

¥ pid., p. 22; Menorandum for Command Historian wth
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at chs, subj: USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story for CY2001,
29 Jan 02, Doc |-42; Email nmsg with atch, subj: Draft
Section on BRAC and A76 for Annual Command History, 4 Mar
02, Doc |I-43.
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In the neantinme, the AG TSC, and DO M studi es noved
forward. After nonths of work, the managenent study team
for each study produced the nost efficient and effective
operation for the in-house bid and received approval from
the garrison commander in 2001 to nove to the next step.
This led to I n-House Cost Estinmates. While the Arny Audit
Agency approved the AG In-House Cost Estimte, TRADOC
| nternal Review and Audit Conpliance approved the TSC I n-
House Cost Estimate and the DO M I n-House Cost Esti mate.
Solicitations went out for all three, and Source Sel ection
and Eval uati on Boards convened to determ ne the future of
AG and TSC. After reviewing and studying the bids, the
respective boards decided to make tentative decisions in
February 2002 for retaining AG and TSC in-house or

contracting out their services. Unli ke the other two,
DO Ms board did not set a date for a tentative decision
for i n-house or contracting out the directorate's

services.?* The Intermediate Range Nucl ear Forces Treaty
and Fort Sill

Fearing a nuclear war and a perpetual arnms race, the
United States and the Soviet Union chose to negotiate in
order to reduce their intermedi ate-range nuclear forces in
Europe. After discussions over several years, they finally
signed the Internedi ate-Range Nucl ear Forces (INF) Treaty
on 8 Decenber 1987. Under its provisions the treaty would
elimnate all mssiles with ranges of 300 to 3,400 nmiles
(500 to 5,500 kiloneters) within three years of
ratification. This would reduce arns delivery vehicles
rather than establish a ceiling that had been the practice
in the past. Specifically, the treaty outlined elimnating
the Pershing Il mssile and its launcher and |aunch pad
shelter; the Pershing IA mssile and its |auncher; the
Pershing 1B mssile; the G ound-Launched Cruise Mssile and
its launch canister and | auncher; the SS-20 mssile and its
| aunch cani ster, launcher, mssile transporter vehicle, and
fixed structure for the launcher; the SS-4 mssile and its
m ssile transporter vehicle, mssile erector, |aunch stand,
and propellant tanks; the SS-5 mssile; the SS-12 mssile
and its |launcher and mssile transporter vehicle; the SS-23
mssile and its launcher and mssile transporter vehicle;

*Menor andum for Command Historian with atchs, subj:
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story CY2001, 29 Jan 02; Emil
msg with atch, subj: Draft Section on BRAC and A76 for
Annual Command Hi story, 4 Mar 02.
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and the SSC-X-4 ground-Ilaunched cruise mssile system and
| aunch cani ster and | auncher. To verify elimnation the
INF Treaty provided for on-site inspections to be
conducted. They woul d ensure the renpval of 903 Anerican
m ssiles and 1,836 Soviet missiles.?®®

%1990 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Historical Review (AHR), pp. 18-19;
Fact Sheet, subj: INF Treaty, 2001, Doc |-44; Fact Sheet,
subj: INF Elimnations and I nspectable Sites, 2001, Doc
| -45; Fact Sheet, subj: INF, The Begi nning and End of an
Era, 2001, Doc 1-46; Fact Sheet, subj: |INF Inspection
Status, 2001, Doc |-47.
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Begi nning in 1988 when the treaty cane into force upon
ratification and continuing into 2001, the Anericans and
Sovi et conducted on-site inspections.® Because it had a
Pershing Il launcher repair facility and a training
facility, Fort Sill underwent on-site inspections between
1988 and 2001 conducted by the On-Site Inspection Agency
(CSIA), which later nmerged into the Defense Threat
Reducti on Agency (DTRA) on 1 Cctober 1998. The Soviets
conducted a baseline inspection of the training facility on
16-17 July 1988 and the training facility on 34 August
1988, conpleted the first quota inspection of training
facilities on 17-18 March 1989, held a cl oseout inspection
of training and repair facilities on 26-27 March 1991 to
confirmthat all treaty-related Pershing m ssiles had been
renoved from the post, and conducted a training quota
i nspection on 13-14 COctober 1991. Not wi t hst andi ng t hese
i nspections that verified the installation's adherence to
the treaty, Fort Sill was still subject to short-notice
i nspections wuntil June 2001. The last short-notice
i nspection to verify treaty conpliance was schedul ed for
March 2001, but the Russians declined to come. This ended
Fort Sill's involvement with the INF Treaty.®

®Fact Sheet, subj: INF Inspection Status, 2001; Fact
Sheet, subj: INF Treaty, 2001; Fact Sheet, subj: The
Per shi ng Weapon System and its Elimnation, 22 Jan 02,
Doc | -48.

I'nterview, Dastrup with LTC James W Carney, Power
Projection Division, DPTM 8 Jan 02, Doc |-49; Fact
Sheet, subj: INF Elimnations and | nspectable Sites,
2001; 1991 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 21-
23; 1992 USAFACFS ACH, p. 27.
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Fort Sill and Power Projection

The end of the Cold War at the begi nning of the 1990s
caused the United States to restructure its national
mlitary strategy. Rat her than depending upon forward
depl oyed mlitary forces in Europe as it had done for over
forty years, the new strategy focused on deploying mlitary
forces fromthe continental United States (CONUS). Equally

i nportant, the new mlitary strategy enbraced the
principles of deterrence, forward presence, crisis
response, and reconstitution and required Ar ny
installations, such as Fort Sill, Oklahoma, to have the
ability of responding rapidly to regional crises throughout
the world. To help Fort Sill fulfill its force projection

requi rements Congress approved an Arny Strategic Mbility
Programrail head in 1998 and funded it in the Fiscal Year
(FY) 2000 budget. Besides upgrading fifteen installations,
fourteen airfields, seventeen strategic seaports, and
el even ammuniti on depots and plants throughout the United
States, the Arny Strategic Mbility Program outlined
upgrading Fort Sill's railway systemto provide an inproved
capability to nove the heavy field artillery pieces of the
11 Arnored Corps Artillery to their deploynent ports and
to help the installation serve as a springboard for the
rapi d depl oyment of Army forces throughout the world. *

Fort Sill launched construction of the new rail head
facility in 2000 and continued the work in 2001 with the
goal of making the installation capable of nmmjor shipnments
in short periods of time. As of 2000-2001, Fort Sill had
the ability to load and ship a little nore than one hundred
railcars in a day. Upon conpletion, the new rail head
facility would triple that capacity and provide a secure
mar shal i ng area where equi pnent waiting for shipping could
be stored. Al so, the new rail head would furnish nodern
scaling capability, contai ner storage, and handl i ng
capability and would permt |oading an entire battalion
wi thout switching railcar operations, while |oading and
stagi ng coul d be done without closing roads.®

As a part of its power projection responsibilities,

%2000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 22-23.

392000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 23; Menorandum for Conmand
Hi storian, subj: Coordination of 2001 USAFACFS Annual
Command Hi story, 15 Mar 02, Doc I|-49a.
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Fort Sill deployed units throughout the world in 2001 in
response to the country's strategic needs and redepl oyed
t hem back. In February 2001 A Battery, 2nd Battalion, 4th
Field Artillery returned to Fort Sill after nore than five
months in the Kuwaiti desert. While it was stationed in
Kuwait, the battery had the m ssion of providing rocket and
mssile fires in support of the Conbi ned Task Force Kuwait
to deter Ilraqgi aggression and to nmaintain stability in
Sout hwest Asia and sinultaneously denonstrated Anerican
preparedness to defend and assist the Kuwait. Subsequently
in August 2001, Fort Sill deployed Task Force Dianmond
consisting of 140 soldiers with nost of them com ng from
1st Battalion, 77th Field Artillery, for about six nonths
as part of a permanent peacekeeping m ssion in support of
Combi ned Joint Task Force Kuwait.*
FORCE PROTECTI ON:
OPERATI ON NOBLE EAGLE AND OPERATI ON ENDURI NG FREEDOM

“lnterview, Dastrup with LTC James W Carney, Force
Protection Division, DPTM 8 Jan 02, Doc |-50; "Soldiers
Home After Kuwait Deploynment,"” Fort Sill Cannoneer, 1 Feb
01, p. la, Doc |-51; "Task Force Deploys to Kuwait," Fort
Sill Cannoneer, 23 Aug 01, p. 1la, Doc I-52.
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As it was preparing to inplenment controll ed access to
the installation and as the Directorate of Public Safety
was well into its canpaign to register privately owned
vehicles (POV) into the Departnent of Defense (DOD) vehicle
registration system two airplanes hijacked by terrorists
crashed into the Wrld Trade Center in New York City, and
another one hit the Pentagon in Wshington D.C on 11
Sept enber 2001. This initiated an i mmedi ate response by
the Arny and |l ocal, state, and federal agencies. At 9:30
A M, for exanple, the Arny alerted the MIlitary District
of Washi ngton Engi neer Conpany to stand ready after two

ai rplanes had crashed into the Wrld Trade Center. By
11: 00 A M the conpany's Initial Response Team -- an
advance party of rescue engineers -- was staged at Fort

McNair, Washington D.C., and then airlifted to the Pentagon
attack site by 1:00 P.M to find survivors that could be
easily reached. Five hours after the crash, the reminder
of the conpany arrived and began searching to |ocate
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survivors in the first, second, and third floors in the
outer rings of the Pentagon.*

“rArmy W I Soon | nplement A New, Costly Force
Protection Plan," Inside the Arny, 7 Jan 02, p. 1, Doc |-
53; Msg, subj: Increased Vigilance for Possible Acts of
Terrorism 301849Z May 01, Doc |-54; Briefing, subj:
Force Protection O&0O Status Update, 1 Nov 01, Doc I-55;
TRADOC Regul ati on 525-13, Force Protection Program 12
Dec 97, pp. 3-7, Doc 1-56; Email nsg, subj: Force
Protection Plan, 9 Jan 02, Doc 1-57; Briefing, subj:
Force Protection, 1998, Doc [-58; Email msg with atch,
subj: History Docunent, 26 Feb 02, Doc 1-59 Email nsg
with atch, subj: Hi story Docunent, 26 Feb 02; Emmil nsg,
subj: RE, Force Protection Plan, 9 Jan 02; Email nsg,
subj: FW Sources on Anti-terrorism 6 Dec 01, Doc I|-60;
TRADOC Regul ati on 525-13, Force Protection Program Jul
01, p. la, Doc I-61; "Gate Access Controls Start Sept 1,"
Fort Sill Cannoneer, 26 Jul 01, p. 1a, Doc 1-62;
"Registration Stickers Required,” Fort Sill Cannoneer, 26
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Jul 01, p. la, Doc I-63; "Security Forces Trained,
Tested,"” Fort Sill Cannoneer, 2 Aug 01, p. 1la, Doc |-64;
"Gate Access Control Begins Oct 1," Fort Sill Cannoneer,
16 Aug 01, p. la, Doc I-65; "Special Unit Vital in 'Noble
Eagle,'" ArnyLink News, 19 Sep 01, Doc I|-66; Menorandum

for CG TRADOC, subj: Fort Sill Access Plan, 23 My 01,
Doc |-67.
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On 15 Septenber 2001 President George W Bush
authorized a partial nobilization of the United States
mlitary services' reserves for honel and defense and civil
support mssions, known as Operation Noble Eagle, in
response to the terrorist attacks. While the authorization
legally allowed Secretary of Defense Donald Runmsfeld to
call up to one mllion reservists for up to two years of
active duty, service chiefs only asked for thirty-five
t housand people. O these the Arny planned to activate ten
thousand soldiers wth specialties in air defense,
intelligence support, mlitary police, nedical services,
| ogistics, engineering, search and rescue, and civil
affairs, anong others. Upon activation these soldiers
woul d augnent active duty personnel for honel and defense
and civil support. By 1 Cctober 2001 al nost ei ght thousand
U.S. Arimy National Guard and U.S. Arny Reserve soldiers in



37

ei ghty-seven units had reported for active duty as a part
of Operation Noble Eagle.*

“2"' Nobl e Eagl e’ Needs 35,000 Reservists," ArnyLink
News, 20 Sep 01, Doc |1-68; "Reserve Conponents to Guard
America's Honel and,” ArmyLi nk News, 25 Sep 01, Doc |-69;
"D.C. National Guard First to be Mbilized," ArnmyLink
News, 1 Cct 01, Doc 1-70; "Arny Guard, Reserve Units
Called Up," ArnyLink News, 4 Oct 01, Doc I|-71;
"Reservists Called to Active Duty," Fort Sill Cannoneer,
27 Sep 01, p. la, Doc 1-72; "Reserve, CGuard Units Called
Up," Fort Sill Cannoneer, 4 COct 01, p. la, Doc |-73;
Interview, Dastrup with LTC James W Carney, Plans and
Exercise Division, DPTM 8 Jan 02, Doc |-74; Briefing,
subj: CG Update, 21 Dec 01, Doc I|-75.
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Shortly after the terrorist attacks on the Pentagon and
the Wrld Trade Center, the National MIlitary Conmmand
Center directed all mlitary installations to go to threat
condition delta, the highest state of alert. Fort Sill
i mmedi ately inplenmented its force protection plan, which
had been conpleted in Mrch 2001, on the norning of 11
Sept ember  2001. The post opened its installation
operations center (formerly called energency operations
center) to coordinate security measures around the clock
and activated its quick reaction force to guard the outer
perimeter roads, to serve as roving security patrols, and
to perform other essential duties. The installation also
closed all secondary gates, initiated visual and physical
searches of all vehicles comng onto the post, conducted

per sonnel identification checks, directed subordinate
conmands to post guards and to control access to their
facilities, canceled all non- essenti al post events,

required only essential personnel to report for duty on 12
Sept enmber 2001, furnished added security personnel for high
risk targets, such as the Field Artillery Training Center's
dormtories (called starships), the Reynolds Arny Community

Hospital, the Geroninmo and Sheridan Road Elenmentary
Schools, and McNair Hall (Fort Sill headquarters buil ding),
anong others, and erected concrete and water-filled

barriers around key facilities and buildings to keep
vehicles at a safe distance. For exanple, the installation
hardened Key, Scott, and Bentley gates, which were mjor
entries, with concrete and water-filled bl ocks arranged to
create s-shaped entrances to slow down traffic and to help
control access. Basically, Fort Sill intensified its
awar eness of potential terrorist activities on post or in
t he surroundi ng communities so that it could take prudent
measures to mnimze casualties and danage and could
restore order as quickly as possible if anything occurred.
As this was being done, Fort Sill continued performng its
primary mission of initial entry training for new sol diers
and | eadership training for officers and nonconm ssi oned
of ficers, conducting other essential functions, and
supporting force projection assignments.®

“Menorandum wi th atch for Conmand Historian, subj:
Coordi nation of 2001 USAFACFS Annual Conmand Hi story, 15
Mar 02, Doc |-76; Email msg, subj: OPORD, 22 Sep 01, Doc
| -77; Email nmsg, subj: Immediate Force Protection Action,
11 Sep 01, Doc 1-78; Email nmsg, subj: Key Personnel
Locati on and Contact Info, 11 Sep 01, Doc 1-79; Enuai
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nsg, subj: Anti-Terrorism Force Protection CGuidance, 11
Sep 01, Doc |1-80; Email nsg, subj: Force Protection
Wor ki ng Group Meeting, 11 Sep 01, Doc I-81; Email nsg,
subj: Anti-Terrorism Force Protection CGuidance, 11 Sep
01, Doc 1-82; Email msg, subj: Guidance for 12 Sep 01,
Doc 1-83; Email nsg, subj: Guidance for 12 Sep 01, Doc |-
84; Email msg, subj: Fort Sill SITREP, 11 Sep 01, Doc I-
85; Emmil, subj: Guidance from Crisis Managenment Team
Meeting, 12 Sep 01, Doc |-86; Emmil msg, subj: Daily
Sitrep for Approval to send to TRADOC, 13 Sep 01, Doc |-
87; Briefing, subj: CG Update, undated, Doc I-88;
Briefing, subj: CG Update, 22 Sep 01, Doc 1-89; Briefing,
subj: CG Update, 28 Sep 01, Doc 1-90; Briefing, subj: CG
Update, 15 Oct 01, Doc 1-91; Briefing, subj: CG Update,
25 Nov 01, Doc 1-92; Briefing, subj: CG Update, 27 Dec
01, Doc I-93.
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Mai nt ai ni ng such security neasures taxed the post. As
of 28 Septenber 2001, a total of 704 personnel, primarily
fromlll Arnmored Corps Artillery, were serving in security
positions of some kind. They served on the quick reaction
force, manned road bl ockades, guarded gates, and secured
hi gh-ri sk areas and command and control facilities, to name
just a few For exanple, the quick reaction force
conducted nmounted patrols around the installation. As the
command update briefings during the last four nonths of
2001 to the Commandi ng General of Fort Sill, Major General
M chael D. Mapl es, indicated, the nunber and conposition of
the personnel assigned to post security activities,
excluding the Law Enforcenment Command, varied, while
security duties took soldiers away from their primary
duties and was |abor intensive. In view of this latter
chall enge, Fort Sill took advantage of Armnmy National Guard
units and reserve personnel being nobilized for Operation
Nobl e Eagle to lighten the |oad on active duty personnel.
Among these units were Detachnments 1 and 2 of the 5045th
Garrison Support Unit (GSU) fromthe Arny Reserve that were
activated between October and Decenber 2001. Detachnent 1
was the GSU MIlitary Police, and Detachment 2 provided
staffing for the installation operations center (1Q0C),
all owi ng permanent party personnel to return to their
normal duti es. In the nmeantime, A Conpany, 3-141st
Infantry from the Texas Arnmy National Guard was nobilized
in Novenmber 2001 to furnish security forces, permtting
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nmost 111 Arnmored Corps Artillery soldiers to return to
their normal training schedule.®*

“Email msg with atch, subj: History Docunent, 26 Feb
02; Briefing, subj: CG Update, 28 Sep 01; Briefing, subj:
CG Update, 8 Oct 01, Doc 1-94; Briefing, subj: CG Update,
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28 Oct 01, Doc 1-95; Briefing, subj: CG Update, 4 Nov 01,
Doc 1-96; Briefing, subj: CG Update, 11 Nov 01, Doc |-97;
Briefing, subj: CG Update, 8 Dec 01, Doc 1-98; Briefing,
subj: CG Update, 15 Dec 01, Doc 1-99; Briefing, subj: CG
Update, 21 Dec 01; Interview, Dastrup with LTC Janes
Carney, EOCC, 8 Jan 02; Email nsg, subj: Sitrep, 2 Oct 01,
Doc 1-100; Permanent Order 345-20, 5th Army, 11 Dec 01,
Doc 1-101; Permanent Order 274-2, 5th Arny, 1 Oct 01, Doc
| -102; Email msg, subj: Activation of 5045th Garrison
Support Unit, 28 Sep 01, Doc 1-103; Email nsg, subj: DA
Mobi l'i zati on Order 005-01 Operation Noble Eagle, 1 Cct
01, Doc I-104; "Texas NG soldiers Activated Here," Fort
Sill Cannoneer, 13 Dec 01, p. 8a, Doc |-105; Briefing,
subj: Conpany A 3D Battalion, 141st Infantry, undated,
Doc 1-106; Sitrep, 4 Nov 01, Doc I-107.
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Force protection also went beyond providing physical
security. Recogni zing the constant threat of terrorist
activities i nvol ving  weapons of mass destructi on,
especially chem cal and biol ogi cal agents, the installation
staff and installation operations center had to identify
deficiencies, such as the readi ness of nuclear, biological,
and chem cal det ection and protection equi prment ,
decont am nati on procedures, and others, had to recomrend
corrective actions, and had to identify the additional
resources required to sustain force protection in support
of the installation's m ssion over a |long period of tine.
At the same time the installation provided training on
cordon and search operations, the response to a bonb
threat, the treatnent and evacuation of casualties, and
ot her  subj ects. Anticipating a potentially Ilarge
nmobi li zati on of Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) soldiers, in
the meantime, the Departnment of the Arny activated
Detachment 1, 1-379th Regi nent and Detachnment 1, 2-379th
Regi nent, both fromthe 95th Training Division, to augnent
Fort Sill's reception, processi ng, and t rai ni ng
capability.*®

“*Menor andum wit h atch, subj: Coordination of 2001
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 15 Mar 02; Email nsg
with atch, subj: History Docunent, 26 Feb 02; DOD News
Rel ease, 19 Dec 01, National Guard and Reserve Mbbilized
as of 19 Dec, Doc |-108; DOD News Rel ease, 21 Nov 01,
Nat i onal Guard and Reserved Mobilized as of 21 Nov, Doc
| -109; Briefing, subj: CG Update, 25 Nov 01; Briefing,
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A reduction in the threat conbined with Fort Sill's
hardening efforts to decrease security manning requirenents
whi |l e mai ntai ning appropriate force protection neasures.
As General Maples acknow edged in Decenmber 2001, Fort Sil
executed force protection well followng the terrorist
attacks of 11 Septenber 2001.*

subj: CG Update, 8 Dec 01; Briefing, subj: CG Update, 21
Dec 01; Menorandum for HQ TRADOC, subj: Fort Sill Force
Protection Requirenents, 21 Sep 01, Doc |-110.

“®Email msg with atch, subj: History Docunment, 26 Feb
02; Briefing, subj: CG Update, 15 Dec 01; Briefing, subj:
CG Update, 27 Dec 01; Briefing, subj: CG Update, 28 Sep
01.
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Recognizing that it was ill-prepared to prevent,
detect, or respond to a terrorist incident like those of 11
Sept enber 2001, neanwhile, the Arny saw the need to inprove
force protection and started crafting a draft plan to
address that shortcom ng. The draft plan called for a
proacti ve, i ndependent assessnent and response by
installation commanders and the creation of an 10OC that
woul d operate around the clock. As outlined, the |IOC would
be the installation's command and control center for force
protection, would nonitor security status, would coordinate
force protection assets to deter and mtigate threats, and
woul d respond to internal and external crises. To provide
t hese services, the installation operations center would be
equi pped with governnment-off-the-shelf and commerci al - of f -
t he-shelf technol ogy that woul d enabl e conmuni cations with
| ocal, state, and federal |aw enforcenment agencies, the
Nat i onal Command Aut hority, t he Feder al Emer gency
Management Agency, and other non-military organizations.*

The Arny's draft operational and organization plan
outlined other key provisions that would eventually
influence Fort Sill. First, it established the commander's
area of operations and divided it into concentric rings.
The inner ring enconpassed the m ssion essential vul nerable
areas that had to be protected. The mddle ring included
the rest of the installation and conprised itens, such as
housi ng and ammunition storage facilities. The third ring
or outer was considered to be the conmander's area
i nfl uence beyond the installation.*

In keeping with the Departnent of the Arnmy's tasking to
wite a force protection operational and organizational
pl an, TRADOC began devel opi ng one during the |ast nonths of
2001 with input fromFort Sill and other TRADOC posts. As
the Arny had already done, TRADOC realized that 11
Sept enber 2001 had changed the operational environnent.
United States mlitary installations had to prevent, deter,
and defend against any type of terrorist attack because
transnational organizations would continue to wage overt
and covert war against the United States.?

““Army WII Soon Inplement A New, Costly Force
Protection Plan," Inside the Arny, 7 Jan 02, pp. 1, 9.

8] bi d.

“Menor andum for HQ TRADOC, subj: Draft TRADOC Force
Protection Operational and Organizational Plan, 9 Nov 01,
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CHAPTER TWO
LEADER DEVELOPMENT:
TRAI NI NG AND EDUCATI ON
| NTRODUCTI ON
As in past years, the U S Arny Field Artillery Schoo
continued its training mssion in 2001. During the year,
the School wote the Fires Training XXI Strategy, certified
The Arnmy School System field artillery battalions to use
school products, enployed distance learning to train active
and reserve conponent officers and soldiers, refined its
of ficer courses, and conducted new equi pment training.
FI RES TRAI NI NG XXI STRATEGY

Doc 1-111; HQ TRADOC, Draft Force Protection Operational
and Organi zational Plan Version 4.0 (Extract), 16 Nov 01,
pp, 2, 5, Doc I-112; Menorandum for TRADOC I nstall ation
Commanders, subj: Command Force Protection Planning

CGui dance, undated, Doc 1-113; Email nsg, subj: Response
to Draft O%O Plan, 9 Nov 01, Doc [-114. See Enmail nsg
with atch, subj: FP Plan, 9 Jan 02, Doc I|11-115, for Fort
Sill's Force Protection Pl an.



Late in 2001, the US. Arny Field Artillery School

i ntroduced its Fires Tr ai ni ng XXI Strat egy for
institutional, individual, unit, and systemtraining. The
Strategy outlined how the Field Artillery would train for

the next five to eight years and the available training
products. Equal ly inportant, the Strategy described the
School's plan to rely nore on sinmulators and sinulations
and less on live training, to have nore focused training
events to maxi m ze the use of scarce resources, and to have
nmore mul ti-echelon battle staff training. Utimtely, the
School woul d al so nove from resident training conducted at
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, to nore training being conducted
wor | d-wi de through distance |earning and The Army Schoo

System (TASS) training battalions.?

DI STANCE LEARNI NG

'COL (Ret) John K. Anderson, "Fires Training XXI: A
Training Strategy for the 21st Century, Field Artillery,
Jan- Feb 02, pp. 8-11, Doc Il-1; USAFAS, Fires Training
XXI, 30 Sep 01, Forward and Preface, Doc II-2.
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In 2001 the Field Artillery School |everaged distance

| earning technology to train all Arny conponents
effectively and efficiently to a single Total Arny
st andar d. For Army National Guard soldiers, distance

learning permtted them to stay at honme and to earn
pronotion points. One such course was the two-phase Field
Artillery Captains Career Course for the Reserve
Conmponents. During phase one, the soldiers conpleted self-
paced, conputer-based instruction via the Internet, while
phase two furnished a mx of conputer |essons on the
Internet and live instruction at Fort Sill. Basically, the
School's distance |earning program enconpassed Mlitary
Cccupati on Speciality ( MOS) qualification cour ses,
addi ti onal skill identifier and skill qualification
courses, reclassification courses, officer functional area
and branch qualification courses, professional mlitary
education courses for officers, and functional/educati onal
cour ses. In keeping with the tasking fromthe U S. Arny
Training and Doctrine Command, the Field Artillery School
pl anned to | everage distance |learning nore in the future.
THE ARMY SCHOOL SYSTEM

In 2001 The Arny School System (TASS), conposed of
active and reserve conmponent schools, continued to be a
maj or Armmy training initiative as it had been since the
md-1990s.® As a part of TASS, the US. Army Field
Artillery School (USAFAS) had the responsibility of
accrediting field artillery school battalions.
Accreditation, which was required every three years,
permtted field artillery school battalions and training
sites to teach USAFAS courses and use USAFAS-approved

2

22000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 28-29;
"Di stance Learning: Keeping Soldiers in Units," Field
Artillery, Feb 02, p. 39, Doc I1-3; Information
Technol ogy and Production Services Division, Futures
Devel opment | ntegration Center, USAFAS, Distance Learning
Honepage, 29 Jan 02, Doc I1-4; Total Arny Distance
Learni ng Program 29 Jan 02, Doc II1-5; Fact Sheet, subj:
USAFAS DL Schedul e of Cl asses FY01l, undated, Doc I1I-6;
Email nsg, subj: DL Input to Annual Conmand Hi story, 18
Mar 02, Doc II-7.

%2000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 29-32.



49

courseware. During Fiscal Year (FY) 2001, for exanple, the
Field Artillery School accredited the 1-189th Regi nment
Regi onal Training Institute (RTI) in Oklahoma City (Region
F); 1-213th Reginent Regional Training Institute in
Guernsey, Womi ng (Region G ; and USAFAS (Region F).*

OFFI CER EDUCATI ON SYSTEM
Field Artillery Oficer Basic Course

“bid.; Email msg, subj: TASS 01 FA History, 23 Jan
02, Doc I1-8; Email nmsg, subj: TASS 01 FA History, 24 Jan
02, Doc Il-8a; Email nmsg with atch, subj: TASS, 26 Feb
02, Doc I1-9.
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During 2001, the US. Arny Field Artillery School
devel oped new y conm ssi oned second |ieutenants into Field
Artillery |l eaders in nineteen weeks and four days. To do
this, the Field Artillery School conducted a three-phase
Field Artillery Oficer Basic Course (FAOBC). Phase one
(Foundation) lasted the first seven weeks, focused on
pl atoon | eader skills, such as reconnai ssance, sel ection,
and occupation of a position; conmunications; observed
fire; mai nt enance; and nounted and dismunted |and
navi gation, to nanme just a few, and had one field training
exercise. Phase two (Pillars) took place during the eighth
through thirteenth week, concentrated on mnual and
aut omat ed gunnery and basic fire support, and had one field
training exercise. Phase three (Capstone) began the
fifteenth week of the course, provi ded additional
instruction in automated gunnery techniques, and furnished
conbined arns training along with other critical fire
support instruction. Ot her instruction included joint
operations along with a JANUS conputer exercise and a
di snmounted fire support officer exercise, comonly called
the Light Fire Support Oficer Lane that had been
introduced in recent years. During the |ast two weeks of
the course, the school divided the student officers into
one of three specialized instructional courses or "tracks"
based upon the weapon system in their first wunits of
assignnment to give nore hands-on experience. Students in
t he cannon tracks (heavy or light) capped FAOBC with the
Redl eg War that pulled together everything that they had
| earned during the course. During the war, they served as
a nmenber of a fire direction center and a how tzer crew,
wor ked as a conpany fire support officer, and | earned the
capabilities of close air support.”®

®The Arny Training and Leader Devel opment Panel
O ficer Study, 25 May 01, Doc I11-10; Briefing, subj:
Leader Devel opnment Canpai gn Plan OES Wor kshop, 9-11 Jan
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02, Doc I1-11; Briefing, subj: Leader Devel opnent
Transformation, 8 Nov 01, Doc I11-12; Email nsg, subj:
FAOBC, 26 Feb 02, Doc 1-13; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ
Al vin Peterson, Chief, Cannon Division, GD, 24 Jan 02,
Doc I|1-14.
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Modul ar instruction and testing, however, fornmed the
heart of the three-phase FAOBC in 2001. The depart nment
di vided FAOBC into four nodul es: the common core nodul e of
mandatory U.S. Arny Training and Doctrine Command ( TRADOC)
subj ects, | eadership, training nmanagenent, and ethics; the
pl at oon | eader nodule with foundational subjects on the
aimng circle and mai ntenance; the fire direction nodul e;
and the fire support nodule. Each nmodule had a series of
practi cal exerci ses and cul m nat ed Wi th a final
exam nation. Each student had to achieve a passi ng nodul e
grade and had to strive to pass every graded exam nation
within the nodule. This nmeant that a student could fail a
particular test within the nmodule wi thout being recycled
and coul d keep abreast of the rest of the class as |ong as
t he student passed the nodul e exam nation. In contrast,
t he old system centered on t he concept of
test/fail/retrain/retest, set the conditions for student
failure because students could not keep up once they had
failed a particular exam nation, and contributed to high
attrition rates whereas the new system of testing reduced
the attrition rate.®

®2000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 36-41;
I nterview, Dastrup with Peterson, 24 Jan 02.
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Basic Oficer Leader Course. | nfl uenced by the
requi rement for nore hands-on training, better digital
training with the fielding of sophisticated command and
control systens, and shared training opportunities by
of ficers, the Arnmy acknow edged the inperative to
restructure its Oficer Education System (OES) to keep it
relevant in the new and future operational environnment.
Wth this in mnd, Conmmanding General of TRADOC, General
John N. Abrams, directed early in 2000 an internal TRADOC
study to be conducted to identify potential nodifications
to OBC to ensure that the Arny's institutional base
contributed to the readi ness of the operational arny and
supported its transformation to the objective force.
Shortly afterwards in June 2000, the Chief of Staff of the
Armmy, General Eric K. Shinseki, tasked General Abrans to
convene an Arny Training and Leader Devel opnent Panel
(ATLDP) to review, assess, and provide recomrendations for
t he devel opnent of training for the twenty-first century.
Among ot her recommendations, the ATLDP study, released on
25 May 2001 after about thirteen thousand officers,
soldiers, and famly nmenbers had been surveyed and after
extensive interviews had been conducted, urged reform ng
CES to facilitate career-1long, progressive, and sequenti al
| eader devel opnment and to prepare | eaders for operating in
a new strategic environment that would be characterized by
regional threats, full spectrum operations, and information
age technol ogy. Equally inportant, the ATLDP study found
that the quality and rel evance of OES instruction failed to
meet the expectations of many officers and did not
satisfactorily train officers in conmbined arnms skills or
support the bonding, cohesion, and rapid team ng required
in full spectrum operations. The Arnmy m ssed shared
training opportunities in OES because training for conpany
grade officers was too branch oriented. To renmedy this the
study urged devel opi ng and i npl ementing a two-phase OBC as
a viable neans to restructure OES for second |ieutenants.
Phase one should provide basic small unit conbat training
to all second lieutenants at a central location with a
focus on warfighting and the warrior ethos. Phase two
shoul d supply platoon-I|evel, branch-specific training in
tactical and technical skills. Utimtely, this training
woul d create tactically and technically proficient second
i eutenants (small unit |eaders) with conmon bonds with
their combined arns peers and a warrior ethos.’

™Army Acts on Training and Leaders Devel opment Panel
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Based upon the internal TRADOC study, in the neantine,
Ceneral Abrans directed TRADOC to make fundanental changes
to OBC. In June 2000 he tasked TRADOC to create a one-site
conmmon core phase for Oficer Basic Course Training (OBCT)
that would immediately follow comm ssioning. Wth this
format outlined in January and February 2001, newy
comm ssioned officers would attend six weeks of OBCT at
Fort Benning, Georgia, where they would recei ve comon-core
training in topics, such as training and | eadershinp.
Afterwards, they would attend a branch school for branch-
specific training for thirteen weeks and four days. Field
Artillery second |lieutenants, for exanple, would go through
si x weeks of OBCT, through thirteen weeks and four days of

Findings,” U S. Arny News Rel ease, 25 May 01, Doc II-15;
"Survey Says 'Bal ance Arny Needs with Arny Beliefs,"
ArnmyLi nk News, 25 May 01, Doc |1-16; "Study Suggests

Fi xes for Officer Devel opnent,"” ArnyLink News, 25 May 01,
Doc |1-17; ATLDP Officer Study, 25 May 01, pp. 7, 11, 12;
Briefing, subj: Leader Devel opment Canpai gn Pl an OES

Wor kshop, 9-11 Jan 02; Interview, Dastrup with Peterson,
24 Jan 02.
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FAOBC, and through one of the three functional courses of
varying | engths.?®

82000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 40-41.
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Based upon the ATLDP study of May 2001 and the internal
TRADOC study, OBC went through additional inprovenents
later in 2001 that reinforced the initial work with OBCT.
I n m d-2001 TRADOC announced a two-phase OBC, called the
Basic Officer Leaders Course (BO.LC), that would be
i mpl emented by 2003 after pilot courses had been conducted
to refine it. Li ke the OBCT phase one, BOLC Phase one
would be a one-site comon core phase that would
i medi ately follow conm ssioning. Newly conm ssi oned
second lieutenants would attend BOLC phase one at Fort
Benni ng, Georgia, or an alternate site to be determ ned in
the near future where they would receive conmon-core
training on ethics, |eadership, and the warrior ethos, to
name a few subjects. Afterwards, they would attend a
branch school for BOLC phase two where they would receive
branch-specific training as OBCT had outlined. Altogether
the two-phase BOLC could not exceed twenty weeks of
instruction or the current length of OBC. Field Artillery
second |ieutenants, for exanple, would go through six weeks
of BOLC phase one, through thirteen weeks and four days of
BOLC phase two, and through one of three functional field
artillery courses of varying |lengths.?®

I n 2001 TRADOC expl ai ned that the two-phase OBC was a
revol uti onary approach to | eader developrment. In six weeks
phase one would provide a solid foundation for success by
furnishing a common Arnmy standard for small unit fighting
and | eadership, would teach common platoon |eader skills

°2000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 40-41; LTC Gordon K. Rogers,
"Transform ng Institutional Training and Leaders
Devel opnent," Arny AL&T, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 7-8, Doc I1-18;
Menmor andum for CG, subj: Trip Report -- TRADOC Leaders
Devel opment Canpai gn Pl an Conference, 17 Oct 01, Doc I1-
19; Interview, Dastrup with Peterson, 24 Jan 02.
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and officership, would supply opportunities for hands-on
training, wuld Ilimt classroom training, would be
performance-oriented field training, and would develop a
warrior ethos. Such training would produce conpetent smal
unit leaders that would be ready to nove into branch
training. In thirteen weeks and four days BOLC phase two
woul d provi de branch-oriented training. Together, the two
phases woul d produce an officer steeped in Arny val ues and
schooled in small wunit [|eadership and branch-specific
conpet enci es. *°

°Brjefing, subj: Leader Devel opment Canpaign Pl an
CES Wor kshop, 9-11 Jan 02; Briefing, subj: BOLC Course
Description, 11 Jan 02, Doc 11-20.
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For the Field Artillery School and other TRADOC branch
schools, BOLC phase two also neant decreased technical
training in an increasingly technical envi ronnent .
Directed by TRADOC, the Field Artillery School had to
create a BOLC phase two program of instruction (PO) by
squeezi ng ni neteen weeks and four days of training fromthe
old FAOBC into thirteen weeks and four days. To acconplish
this objective the School created a working group in md-
2001 with the Gunnery Departnent that had proponency for
OBC taking the |ead. Based wupon guidance from the
Commandant of the Field Artillery School, WMjor General
Toney Stricklin, the working group had to |ook for
inefficiencies in the existing PO, had to find
opportunities to add nore field training or hands-on
training for nore rigor, and had to recognize that tine
restraints would prevent training some tasks and skills to
past standards. Priorities had to be established so that
the nost inportant tasks and skills would be trained to the
desired |evel. In addition, the working group had to
ensure that Field Artillery second I|ieutenants would be
trained to serve as a fire direction officer, fire support
of ficer, and platoon |eader because these positions would
be their main assignments upon graduating fromthe School .

As directed by General Stricklin, the working group
devel oped BOLC phase two in 2001 with the goal of having it
in place for the start of a pilot course early in 2002. To
reach the mandated course |ength of thirteen weeks and four
days, the working group abolished sonme tasks entirely,
reduced the tinme allotted to some tasks, such as nanual
gunnery, cut back on sone TRADOC common core subjects,
devel oped conprehensive classroomtests, and abolished the
practice of each branch in the School conducting its own
tests. The working group also abandoned the nodul ar
concept of instruction for a six-block nethodol ogy of
instruction. Using the nodul ar concept, the School taught
nmodul es of instruction on a particular topic during the
t hree- phase OBC PO but never integrated the subject matter
until the Redleg War that took place late during FAOBC.

Y nterview, Dastrup with Peterson, 24 Jan 02;

Briefing, subj: BOLC Phase Il, 2001, Doc I1-21; Briefing,
subj: BOLC Course Description, 11 Jan 02; Menorandum for
CG, subj: Trip Report -- TRADOC Leader Devel opnent

Canpai gn Pl an Conference, 1-3 Oct 01, 17 Cct 01
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Because of this nmethod of instruction, the second
i eutenants really did not know how gunnery and fire
support fit together wuntil they were alnost ready to
graduate. The six-block format, however, elimnated this
defi ci ency. For exanple, Dblock one would provide

instruction in basic ballistic theory, manual gunnery, and
anal og (voi ce) comuni cations, while block two would focus
on basic automated gunnery and digital comrunications.
Bl ock three would address advanced automated gunnery.
Block four would concentrate on the Advanced Field
Artillery Tactical Data System (AFATDS) and defensive

oper ati ons. Bl ock five would concentrate on AFATDS and
of fensi ve operations, while block six would furnish track-
specific training. More inportant, the proposed block

met hod of instruction as designed late in 2001 bl ended
gunnery and fire support together at the beginning of the
PO so that the students would learn early in the course
how gunnery and fire support worked together and also
provi ded a conprehensive test and practical exercise at the
concl usi on of each bl ock. *? Field Artillery Captains
Car eer Course

YInterview, Dastrup with Peterson, 24 Jan 02;
Briefing, subj: BOLC Phase Il, 2001; White Paper, subj:
Transform ng Technical Fire Control, undated, Doc II-22.
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In 2001 the U S. Arny Field Artillery School (USAFAS)
conducted a two-phase Field Artillery Captains Career
Course (FACCC). Over a period of several years beginning
in the m d-1990s, TRADOC nmoved fromits two-course Captain
Professional Mlitary Education (CPT PME) that consisted of
the Officer Advance Course (OAC) at various service
schools, such as the Field Artillery School, and the
Conmbined Arms Services Staff School (CAS3) at Fort
Leavenwort h, Kansas, for a single course. TRADOC shortened
CAS3 from nine to six weeks in 1996, directed the
synchroni zati on of OAC conpletion dates with CAS3 start
dates in 1997, reduced the OAC from twenty to eighteen
weeks in 1998, and renaned it the Captains Career Course
(CCC) the sane year.'®

Specifically, Field Artillery captains and senior first
i eutenants went through a demanding, rigorous eighteen-
week FACCC course in 2001 that afforded themthe last field
artillery specific training before attending CAS3 and the
U.S. Arnmy Conmand and General Staff College (CGSC) at Fort
Leavenwort h, Kansas. The officers made a pernmanent change
of station (PCS) nove to the Field Artillery School where
they received the equival ent of two-weeks of TRADOC conmon
core instruction and sixteen weeks of branch tactical,
technical, and warfighting instruction. After seven weeks
of large-group instruction that began FACCC, the students
nmoved into the small group instruction portion for eleven
weeks of tactical instruction led by a small group | eader
fromthe US. Arny, the US. Marine Corps, or an allied
officer from Great Britain, Australia, or Canada. FACCC
ensured that graduates were tactically and technically
proficient to serve as a battalion/brigade fire support
officer, a battalion/brigade/division staff officer, and a
battery commander. After conpleting the eighteen weeks at
Fort Sill, the officers noved in a tenporary duty (TDY)
status to Fort Leavenworth for CAS3 and returned to Fort

132000 U.S. Arnmy Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 41-42.
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Sill for graduation.™

“Emai| nsg, subj: FACCC, 26 Feb 02, Doc I1-23.
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Al t hough FACCC retained its focus of producing fire
support officers, the Field Artillery School made gunnery
instruction nore rigorous. Previously, gunnery instruction
had consisted of seventy-two hours of manual gunnery and
thirty-two hours on the Battery Conputer System (BCS) and
mrrored gunnery instruction in the Oficer Basic Course
(OBC). Beginning in 2002, all FACCC students woul d receive
seventy-two hours of instruction on the Advanced Field
Artillery Tactical Data System (AFATDS) Version A99
software with a focus on the technical aspects of the
system They would also receive sone nmanual gunnery
because sone officers had served in Miltiple-Launch Rocket
System (MLRS) units where cannon gunnery fundanentals did
not apply and because manual gunnery contai ned the concepts
for trouble-shooting inaccurate fires and was the best
met hod for teaching ballistic theory. In addition,
tradi tional gunnery instruction on manual /BCS was reduced
from 104 to 64 hours; and an additional twelve hours of
i nstruction on AFATDS technical fire direction was provi ded
because AFATDS woul d be replacing the BCS in fire direction
centers in 2002. Thirty hours of advanced battalion-Ievel
instruction was also added to tie the gunnery-rel ated
instruction to the tactical fire direction received in
AFATDS i nstruction.

“Interview, Dastrup with Col Stephen D. Mtchell
Dir, Gunnery Departnent, 3 Jan 02, Doc II1-24; Emil nsg,
subj: FACCC, 26 Feb 02; MAJ Stephen P. Wertz,
"Restructuring Gunnery in the Captains Career Course,"
Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 38-39, Doc II-25.
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Conmbi ned Arns Leaders Course and Conbi ned Arns Battle
Command Course. In the neantinme, the high attrition rate of
captains that forced |lieutenants to becone staff officers
earlier than ever before and that Ileft fewer branch-
qualified captains in units, the introduction of
sophi sticated command and control systens, the need for
shared training anong captains of all branches, and the
requi renment for nore hands-on training, anong other
t hi ngs, encouraged TRADOC to reexamne its existing CCCto
ensure that it nmet the requirenments of the current and
future operational environment.!® On 1 Novenber 2000 at a
Seni or Leader Institutional Transformation Conference, the
Commandi ng General of TRADOC, General John N. Abrans,
enphasi zed the need to transform the Oficer Education
System (CES.) Training had to be restructured to stay
abreast of the Transformation of the Arny that was
under way, had to be integrated across  battlefield
functionality, and had to be organized around the four
maj or conponents of command (nManeuver, maneuver support,
maneuver sustai nment, and battle command).!” Al though sone
servi ce school commandants were reluctant to relinquish any
of their current branch responsibilities to one of the four
proposed centers where select functions would Dbe
consol i dated, the TRADOC Chief of Staff, Major General John
B. Sylvester, warned, "If these functions do not mgrate to
Centers, the branches wll not transform to a future
construct that better underpins The Arny Transformation."?®

Al t hough the details about assimlating training under
the four centers were vague in 2000, General Abrans
indicated that integrating the Interactive Miltinmedia
I nstruction Di stance Learning (IM-DL) version of CAS3 into
CCC would be critical and that it had to be acconplished
wi t hout | engthening the course. Based on a telephone

°Brjefing, subj: Leader Devel opment Canpaign Pl an
CES Wor kshop, 9-11 Jan 02, Doc |1-26; Briefing, subj:
Leader Devel opnent Transformation, 8 Nov 01

172000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 44-45; Briefing, subj:
Leader Devel opnment Transformation, 8 Nov 01, Doc I1I-12.

¥Menmor andum for Commandants, TRADOC Servi ce School s,
subj: Senior Leader Institutional Transfornmation
Conference 11 (SLITC 11) After Action Report, 7 Dec 00,
Doc |1-47 2000 USAFACFS ACH.
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conversation with a US. Arnmy Command and Ceneral Staff
Col | ege (USACGSC) representative in January 2001, the Field

Artillery School |earned that IM-DL would | ast four weeks
and woul d be beanmed from Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, to all
branch schools beginning in FY 2004. G ven the course-

| ength constraints, the School would have to cut FACCC by
four weeks by renoving sone technical/tactical instruction.

This action would force the elinination of some practi cal
exerci ses associated with the drive by the Commandant of
the Field Artillery School, Major General Toney Stricklin,
to nmake training nmore rigorous and would tax existing
School distance |earning classroons, anmpng other things.
Equally as inportant, scheduling IM-DL version of CAS3
woul d have to accommpdate all branch schools and woul d be
based upon when the CAS3 could be delivered via distance
| earning from Fort Leavenworth.®

192000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 44-45; Menorandum for CG,
subj: Trip Report -- TRADOC Leader Devel opnent Canpai gn
Pl an Conference, 17 Oct 01
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Because of scheduling problems with IM-DL and the
results of various studies, the revision of training and
education for captains took on a different and nore
concrete formin 2001 than during the previous year. I n
May 2001 the Arnmy Training and Leader Devel opnent Pane
(ATLDP) study conducted in 2000 and 2001 rei nforced Ceneral
Abr am s initiative by recommendi ng devel oping and
inplementing a new Captains Career Course. O ficer
education should furnish conmbined arns training for all
captains; should focus on establishing a comon Arny
standard for fighting, |eading, and training conbined arns
units; teach common conpany command skills; t each
battali on- and brigade-level conbined arns battle captain
skills; furnish hands-on, performance-oriented field and
si mul ati on training; and provi de capt ai ns with
opportunities to train with |ieutenants and nonconm ssi oned
officers. After review ng the ATLDP study, TRADCC outli ned
a two-phase Captain OES in Cctober 2001 that made a mj or
departure fromthe existing CCCwith its ei ghteen weeks of
branch-specific training and six weeks of staff training at
CAS3. Under the proposed format all captains would attend
a two-phase Conmbined Arns Battle Conmand Course (CABCC)
Di stance | earni ng woul d cover commobn core subjects, while
resident training would teach branch-rel ated subjects and
prepare themfor command. |Imediately follow ng the CABCC,
captains would attend the Conbined Arns Leader Course
(CALC) at Fort Leavenworth to prepare them to serve as
staff officers and conbined arns | eaders. CALC instruction
woul d be divided between distance |earning and resident
t rai ni ng. *°

A couple of nmonths |ater, TRADOC furnished nore details
about CABCC and CALC. To provide the right training at
the right time and to focus training for the next
assi gnnment, TRADOC reversed the order of the courses.
Rat her than attending CABCC first, all captains would
attend CALC first. CALC woul d | ast five weeks and woul d
prepare captains to function as conmbined arns | eaders and
battle staff officers. Two weeks of common core staff
trai ning and one week of branch-specific training would be
conpleted through distance learning from the students'

Menor andum for CG, subj: Trip Report -- TRADOC
Leader Devel opnent Canpai gn Conference, 1-3 Oct 01, 17
Cct 01; Briefing, subj: Leader Devel opnment
Transformation, 8 Nov O1.
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homestation to achieve a comon |evel of proficiency.
Officers in a non-maneuver branch woul d subsequently attend
on a tenporary duty (TDY) basis an additional two weeks of
resident training at a branch school that would focus on
practical application and technical skills. All officers
upon graduation from CALC woul d serve as staff officers.?

Zinterview with atchs, Dastrup with CPT Paul J.
Payne, Canadi an Arny Exchange O ficer, FSCAOD, 28 Jan 02,
Doc 11-27; Briefing, subj: Leader Devel opnment Pl an OES
Wor kshop, 9-11 Jan 02.
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Prior to taking commnd, captains would attend the
t hr ee- phase CABCC. Phase one would be conducted through
di stance learning at the officers' honestation and would
focus on conbined arms operations and branch-specific
tactical and technical training. This would be foll owed by
phase two that woul d be conpany-I|evel resident training at
a branch school. Following this training, they would go to
a Conbat Training Center for nore practical training.
Pl acing CALC first recognized that officers noved from
staff officer positions to conmnd and prepared them
accordingly whereas the previous format failed to take
career progression into consideration by nmoving them from
CABCC to CALC as did the existing CCC.?
Field Artillery Captains Career Course-Di stance Learning

As it restructured the Captains Career Course for
active conmponent officers, TRADOC started revanpi ng Reserve
Conponent (RC) CPT PME to ensure currency. As of 1998-
1999, npost reserve conponent officers attended the FAOAC-RC
via Army correspondence courses and one two-week active
duty for training (ADT) followed by CAS3 via correspondence
courses, eight inactive duty for training (IDT) periods,
and one two-week active duty training period. FAOAC-RC as
a result, had serious Ilimtations. It consisted of
seventeen Arny Correspondence Course Program (ACCP) courses
(about two weeks of instruction) and active duty training.

Officers worked through the correspondence courses on

their own and then reported to the Field Artillery Schoo
for active duty training. However, the correspondence
program devel oped years ago, was obsolete and provided
limted training val ue because the students arrived at the
School unprepared and required a significant amunt of
refresher training. Essentially, this turned the two-week
active duty training period into a tw-week "fire hose"
course to dissem nate information.?®

To avoid these striking deficiencies Arnmy Reserve (AR
and Arnmy National Guard (ARNG) captains could attend the

ZInterview with atchs, Dastrup with Payne, 28 Jan
02; Email with atch, subj: AFSB State of the Union, 25
Jan 02, Doc 11-28; Briefing, subj: Leader Devel opnment
Canpai gn Pl an OES Wbrkshop, 9-11 Jan 02.

232000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 42; Interview, Dastrup with
LTC Scott Dall am Deputy Assistant Commandant (DAC) for
Army National Guard (ARNG O fice, 11 Jan 02, Doc I1-209.
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resi dent course. Unfortunately, too many AR and ARNG
captains could not attend the resident Field Artillery
Captai ns Career Course (FACCC) or its predecessor, Field
Artillery Oficer Advance Course (FAOAC), because their
enpl oyers would not release themfromtheir civilian jobs

for eighteen weeks.?

242000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 42-43.
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G ven the restrictions of FAOAC-RC and the inability of
AR and ARNG officers to attend resident instruction at Fort
Sill, the Field Artillery School redesigned the course in
1998-1999 to elimnate the deficiencies and to support
TRADOC' s t hree-phase RC CPT PME effort.?® After nonths of
work that received endorsenents from TRADOC and Nati onal
Guard Bureau officials, the School produced a strategy for
FACCC-DL that would take the student two years to conplete
as directed by a TRADOC nenorandum on Interim Policy for
Total Army Training System Course Redesign, Devel opnent,
and Managenent of 6 March 1998. As outlined in a draft
pl an, the course would be divided into three phases and
woul d consist of asynchronous (self-paced), synchronous
(group), and resident training. Asynchronous instruction
(Phase 1 A) would enpl oy conmuni cations technol ogi es, such
as email, multinedia data bases, and virtual |ibraries;
woul d consi st of common core and branch specific subjects;
woul d be perforned at the officer's own pace and | ocation
under the supervision of a course manager/instructor to
provi de assistance as required; and would be conpleted
during the first Total Arny Training System (TATS) year
Phase I B woul d consi st of both asynchronous and synchronous
instruction; would enploy communi cations technol ogi es, such
as desktop video teleconferencing, to enable live, real-
time interaction between instructors and students; and
woul d be conpleted during the first six nonths of the
second TATS year. Both nethods would use web-based,
| nt ernet-delivered nethodol ogi es and would enploy a Field
Artillery small group | eader to nonitor student progress,
provi de assistance, and answer questions. Phase Il woul d
be done during the second six nmonths of the second TATS
year with multiple ADTs being conducted based upon the
nunber of students, who had successfully conpl eted Phase I.
The two-week ADT would focus on application-driven
exercises and would culmnate with the CAPSTONE JANUS
exerci se. Phase Il would be CAS3 that would consist of
eight I DTs and a two-week ADT. This three-phase FACCC- DL
format woul d better prepare reserve conponent officers for
duties as fire support officers at maneuver battalion and

brigade level and as staff officers at field artillery

battalion, division artillery, and field artillery brigade

| evel s, and battery command.®® Upon full inplementation of
| bi d.

22000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 43-44; Interview, Dastrup
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Phase I A in FY 2002, FACCC-DL woul d replace FAOAC-RC, woul d
i mprove training, would be nore intensive and chal | engi ng
t han FAOAC-RC, and would produce a nore tactically and
technically conpetent officer.?

Begi nning in October 2000 and continuing into |ate
2001, the Field Artillery conducted a pilot FACCC-DL
course. Twenty-four students started Phase | A asynchronous

instruction with only ten conpleting the phase by
Sept enber 2001. Those who conpl eted Phase | A noved into
Phase IB in October 2001 and woul d advance into the two-
week resident phase in 2002 that focused on gunnery and
fire support training. For the npost part, the School and
students concluded that the pilot course was successful
with only a few adjustnments required for the regul ar course
that was inplenmented in October 2001.7%8

Field Artillery Preconmand Course

In 2001 the U S. Arny Field Artillery School (USAFAS)
with the Fire Support and Conmbined Arnms (FSCAOD) having
proponency conducted a two-week Pre-Command Course (PCC)
for future battalion and brigade commanders that was
followed by a three-week Pre-Command Course at the U. S.
Arny Command and Ceneral Staff College at Fort Leavenwort h,
Kansas. The Field Artillery School's PCC provided future
commanders with a broad update of field artillery and fire
support issues; updated them on the |atest doctrine and
tactical, t echni ques, and procedur es; supplied
opportunities for discussions with subject natter experts,
former commanders, and peers; and offered them an
opportunity to enhance their warfighting skills. Future
conmmanders al so participated in video tel e-conferences with
the National Training Center, the Joint Readi ness Training
Center, and the Battle Command Trai ni ng Progranm exam ned
t he expectati ons of nmaneuver commanders; sat on a battalion
command panel; received fire direction wupdates; and

with Dallam 11 Jan 02; Fact Sheet, subj: Information on
FACCC- DL, Jan 02, Doc I1-30.

272000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 43-44.

Zlnterview, Dastrup with Dallam 11 Jan 02; Fact
Sheet, subj: Information on FACCC-DL, 11 Jan 02; Enai
msg with atch, subj: AFSB State of the Union, 25 Jan 02;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: FACCC-DL, 20 Feb 02, Doc I1-
31.
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received informati on about the master gunner program the
role of the chaplain, the Fam |y Advocacy Program and risk
managenment procedures, anong ot her subjects.?®
FI ELD MANUAL 6-20
FI RE SUPPORT | N COVBI NED ARMS OPERATI ONS

“Emai| msg, subj: PCC, 27 Feb 02, Doc |1-32; Pre-
Command Course, 1 Feb 02, Doc I1-32a; Interview, Dastrup
with SFC Threats, PCC Manager, FSCAOD, 1 Feb 02, Doc I1-
33; FA Pre-Command Course Training Schedule 02-02, Doc
I1-34; FA Pre-Command Course Synopsis, undated, Doc I1-
35.
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O the field manuals that the Field Artillery School
was rewiting during the |last vyears of the 1990s,
conpleting FM 6-20, Fire Support in Conbined Arns
Operations, which was |ast published in May 1988, proved to
be the nopst chall enging. In 1996-1997 Joint Publication
3.09, Doctrine for Joint Fire Support, generated inter-
servi ce debates over definitions and other critical issues.

In the meantinme, the U S. Arny Command and General Staff
Col l ege at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, rewote FM 100-5,
Operations, and introduced new ideas and terns in the
manual .  Toget her, Joint Publication 3.09 and the Command
and General Staff College effort with FM 100-5 caused work
on FM 6-20 to stop in 1997. Witers in Warfighting
I nt egrati on and Devel opnent Directorate (WDD) in the Field
Artillery School had to wait for the other publications to
be conpleted before continuing with FM 6 20 because the
field artillery manual had to be in line with the thinking
of the other two.*

Efforts witing FM 6-20, renaned FM 3.09 in 2000 to
paral l el the nunbering system for joint publications and
renaned Doctrine for Fire Support, met with m xed results
in 1997-2000. In May 1998 the Joint Chiefs of Staff
officially approved JCS Publication 3.09. Meanwhi l e, a
final draft of FM 100-5 was conpleted in August 1997. Yet,
debates over terns and content of FM 100-5 continued into
1999 to prevent Departnent of the Arnmy approval of FM 100-5
and forced another major rewite of the field manual to be
done in 1999. Because FM 6-20 was dependent upon FM 100-5,
the Field Artillery School had to wait for further witing
until the latter would be conpleted in 2000. The Field
Artillery School started witing on FM 3.09 in 2000 because
it could not wait any |onger for FM 100-5, renanmed FM 3.0,
Operations, in 2000 to keep it parallel to joint force
publication nunbering, and had a draft by 2001 for

02000 U.S. Army Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill
(USAFACFS) Annual Conmmand History (ACH), p. 50.
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staffing. ™

1 pbid.; Information Paper, subj: New Nunbering
System for Fire Support and Field Artillery Manuals, 26
Jun 00, Doc I1-36.
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As the Arny's capstone manual for fire support, FM 3.09
provi ded the doctrinal tenets for the enploynment of fire
support and established a basis for understanding fire
support as an essential elenent of conbat power. Besides
addressing traditional fire support issues, such as |ethal
fires, FM 3.09 outlined briefly a totally new m ssion for
the Field Artillery of integrating and synchronizing | etha
and non-lethal fires in support of the commander's intent.

Field artillery officers were accustomed to supplying
lethal fires, but responsibility for non-lethal effects
added a new and revol utionary di mension. *

NEW EQUI PMENT TRAI NI NG
Mul ti pl e- Launch Rocket System (MLRS) Trai ni ng

In 2000-2001 the Gunnery Departnent enployed new
equi pnmrent training teanms (NETT) conposed of civilian
contract instructors and nonconm ssioned officers to
conduct a three-phase training program designed in 1998.
Phase one was conducted via distance |learning to save tine
and noney. Phase two was taught by NETT instructors at
Fort Sill or the unit's honestation during the first annual
training period after the unit had converted to MRS
Phase three was also conducted at the unit's honmestation
during weekend drills and annual training periods during
t he second year after conversion with a focus on the unit's
ability to fight with the new system *

Budgetary considerations, however, encouraged the
Gunnery Departnment to revanp MRS new equi pnent training.
Under the existing system the Departnment sent NETT
instructors on a pernmanent change of station (PCS) nove to
the state for two years for phase-two and phase-three
training and trained the unit down to the battery |evel
This format, as a result, was expensive. To reduce costs
and personnel turbulence the Gunnery Departnment sent
civilian contractors and soldiers as a teamto the state on
a tenporary duty (TDY) basis in 2000 and 2001 and only
trained the unit to the platoon level. By training to this
| evel of command, the Gunnery Departnment reduced training

2Interview, Dastrup with LTC Joe Wods, Chief,
Trai ning and Doctrine Division, FDI C, 28 Feb 02, Doc II-
37; FM 3.09 (Extract), p. 2-23, Doc I1-38; Email nmsg with
atch, subj: FM 3.09, 4 Mar 02, Doc II-39.

332000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 53-54
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time to ei ghteen nonths and saved nponey. *

¥ pbid., pp. 55-56; Interview with atchs, Dastrup
with MAJ Charles H. Akin, MRS NETT, GD, 17 Jan 02, Doc
[ 1-40.
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Al t hough the Gunnery Departnment's MRS NETTs conpl et ed
conversion training for C Battery, 2-131st Field Artillery
of the Texas Arnmy National Guard and 2-142nd Field
Artillery of the Arkansas Arny National Guard in 2001,
training slowed down in 2001 but becane nore conplicated at
the same tine. The lack of funding forced the departnent
to slide its three-phase training format conducted by
civilian and mlitary teans scheduled for the 1-121st Field
Artillery of the Wsconsin Arny National Guard and 3-117th
Field Artillery o the Alabama Army National Guard from
2001 into 2002 and to increase the nunber of Arny National
Guard units trained in 2003 fromtwo to three to get back
on schedule. In the neantine, the Arny began testing the
M270A1 MRS | auncher 2001 for fielding in 2002 with the 2-
20th Field Artillery of the 4th Infantry Division at Fort
Hood, Texas, scheduled to be the first unit to be equi pped
with the nodernized | auncher. The M270A1 woul d repl ace the
M270 that was in the process of being fielded to the Arny
Nati onal Guard. This basically neant that the Gunnery
Departnment's MRS NETTs would furnish training for two
separate MRS | aunchers concurrently for the next several
years. *°
Pal adin MLO9A6 Self-propelled 155-mm Howi t zer New
Equi prent Trai ni ng

In 2001 the Gunnery Departnent faced new chal |l enges
with new equi pment training for Arny National Guard field
artillery units receiving the Paladin MLO9A6 Sel f-propelled
155-mm Howitzer. In the mdst of fielding the Paladin to
the 2-138th Field Artillery of the Kentucky Army Nati onal
Guard, the 1-178th Field Artillery of the South Carolina
Army National Guard, the 1-148th Field Artillery of the
| daho Army National Guard, and the 2-146th Field Artillery
of the Washington Arny National Guard, New Equipnment

®Interview, Dastrup with Akin, 17 Jan 02; Email msg,
subj: MLRS NETT, 1 Mar 02, Doc II-41.
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Training Team (NETT) people from the active conponent
started retiring, and Title 10 AGR Army National Guard
instructors began returning to their hone states. By the
end of 2001, the Gunnery Departnment had only two Arny
Nati onal Guard instructors and twelve active conponent
i nstructors. %

®Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Robert F. Markovet z,
Pal adin NETT, GD, 23 Jan 02, Doc I1-42; Email nmsg wth
atch, subj: Paladin MLO9A6 Self-propelled 155-nm, 19 Feb
02, Doc I1-43.
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As | ong as Pal adin new equi pnent training for the Arny
Nati onal Guard was w nding down in 2001, the Gunnery
Departnment did not anticipate any problens wth the
decl i ning nunber of instructors. A key decision by the
Nati onal Guard Bureau changed this. wanting to make its
direct support field artillery battalions nore nobile so
that they could keep up with the nmaneuver units, the Bureau
decided to convert the 1-107th Field Artillery of the
Pennsyl vania Army National Guard in 2002, the 1-109th Field
Artillery of the Pennsylvania Army National Guard in 2003,
possibly two California Arny National Guard battalions in
2004, and three Texas Arny National Guard battalions in
2004-05 to the Paladin fromtheir existing weapon systens -
- MLO9A5 self-propelled 155-mm howitzer or a towed
howitzer. To acconplish this the Bureau had to refurbish
Pal adins fromiInitial Brigade Conbat Teans being converted
to towed howtzers, had to refurbish Paladins from the
Nati onal Training Center in Fort Irwin, California, and had
to build eighteen new howitzers with foreign mlitary sal es
proceeds. ¥

Gven this new scenario, the Gunnery Departnent
suddenly had to extend new equi pnent training and did not
have a sufficient nunmber of instructors to form teans.
Aware that normal Arny replacenent procedures could not
elimnate the shortages prior to the August 2002 fielding
cycle for the 1-107th Field Artillery of the Pennsylvania
Arnmy National Guard, the Departnent and Pal adin NETT had to
| ook to other sources. The Gunnery Departnent and the
Pal adin NETT deci ded to solve the instructor shortfall by
using sone of the Title 10 AGR personnel fromthe FY 2001
team This |ooked |like a prom sing option, but obtaining
the Title 10 instructors presented a difficult problemto
sol ve. Late in 2001, the Departnment contacted the
supervisors (Army National Guard Unit Adm nistrative
Officers) of the former Title 10 AGR Paladin NETT
instructors and found that many were commtted to unit
training events and were unable to provide the needed
assi stance. Fortunately, the Paladin NETT gained several
active Arny personnel in January and February 2002 to

Menor andum for Dr. Dastrup, Command Historian,
subj: Coordi nation of 2001 USAFACFS Annual Conmand
Hi story, 25 Mar 02, Doc |11-43A; Interview, Dastrup with
Mar kovetz, 23 Jan 02; Email msg with atch, subj: Pal adin
MLO9A6 Sel f-propelled 155-mm, 19 Feb 02.
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augnment the fornmer AGR Title 10 personnel that were
avail able. The Paladin NETT had received perm ssion from
the instructors' admnistrative officers to use themon a
TDY basi s during August 2002 to assist with converting the
1-107th Field Artillery. %

Bradl ey Fire Support Team Vehicle Fielding and Training

®¥Emai |, subj: Paladin NETT, 23 Jan 02, Doc || -44;
Email nsg with atch, subj: Paladin MLO9A6 Sel f-propelled
155-mm, 19 Feb 02.
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Late in the 1970s, a U S. Arny Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) wor king group, Close Support Study G oup
1, met to optim ze observed fire support for the maneuver
forces. Besides reaffirmng the necessity of the Fire
Support Team (FI ST), created in the m d-1970s to integrate
fire support with the maneuver arns at the conpany |evel,
the group recommended fielding a nobile fire support
vehi cl e. Qut of this, the BFIST M/ and BFI ST A3 evol ved
over a period of years to replace the MI81l Fire Support
Team Vehicle (FISTV). M fieldings began in 1999; and the
A3, the nore sophisticated of the two BFI STs, was schedul ed
to start fielding in 2005.%°

To support the M7 BFIST fieldings, the Arny devel oped
two separate but conplenmentary training prograns. One
i nvol ved new equi pnment training (NET) furnished by a team
from Fort Knox, Kentucky, and the contractor. The NET team
trained soldiers in the unit at the time of fielding and
was the primary neans of initial training.*

As this training was getting underway, the U S. Arny
Field Artillery School (USAFAS) with the Fire Support and
Conmbi ned Arnms Operations Departnment (FSCAOD) taking the
| ead devel oped institutional training in 1999 and 2000 as
the second training program to support fielding the M
BFI ST. Taught for the first time in COctober 2001, the
four-week BFIST operators' course trained soldiers wth
Mlitary Occupational Specialty (MOS) 13F (Fire Support
Specialist) after advanced individual training and before
they reported to a BFIST unit and provided additional skil
identifier certification. First taught in June 2001, the
BFI ST commanders' course |asted three weeks, trained
sergeants, staff sergeants, and |ieutenants, who were not
in the BFIST unit at the time of NET, and furnished

®Interview, Dastrup with SFC Tinmothy W Crisp, Basic
Fire Support Branch, FSCAOD, 22 Feb 02, Doc II-44a; Emai
nmsg with atch, subj: BFIST Training, 5 Mar 02, Doc II-45.
See 1999 U. S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 143-48.
This section provides a good background on the
devel opnent of the M7 BFI ST M7 and the A3 BFI ST.

402000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 61; Emmil nsg with atch,
subj: BFIST Training, 5 Mar 02; Interview, Dastrup with
Crisp, 22 Feb 02.
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additional skill identifier/specialty code certification.®

COVBAT TRAI NI NG CENTERS AND TRENDS REVERSAL

“12000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 61-62; Briefing, subj:
BFI ST, 2001, Doc I11-46; Email nsg, subj: Dates, 16 Dec
01, Doc I1-47; Email nmsg with atch, subj: BFIST Training,
5 Mar 02.
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On 15 January 1999 the Deputy Commandi ng General for
Combined Arnms at the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC), Lieutenant General WIlliam M Steele,
held a conference with officials fromthe conmbat training
centers (CTC) at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, to discuss
negative trends or problens across the  battlefield
operating systens. To his dismay General Steele |earned
that the existing trends or problens, which consistently
chall enged unit operations and warfighting capabilities
during their training rotations at the Conbat Training
Centers (CTC), were the sane ones that had been identified
when he was at the National Training Center (NTC), Fort
Irwn, California, sonme ten years earlier, and had not been
elimnated. He then asked the commander of the NTC about
the lack of progress, and he responded that TRADOC s
servi ce schools were not on board and hel ping to elim nate
the problems. Pronpted by this, General Steele tasked the
Center for Army Lessons Learned (CALL) at Fort Leavenworth
in February 1999 to initiate a negative trends reversa
program that would identify, track, and reverse negative
performance trends and that would assi st proponent schools
to identify, develop, and inplenent doctrine, training,
| eader devel opnent, organization, nmateriel, and | eader
(DTLOMS) sol uti ons. This effort led to the focused
rotation concept with a two-fold purpose. First, a focused
rotation would help to confirmthe existence of a problem
or further define the issue. Second, it would neasure the
ef fectiveness of a proponent's sol ution. *

421999 U.S. Arnmy Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 87-90;
Briefing, subj: TRADOC Trends Reversal Program 2001, Doc
I1-47a; Briefing, subj: JRTC 01-06 Focused Rotation
Wor kshop, 14-16 Feb 01, Doc I1-47aa; COL Leonard G
Swartz, "Training to Reverse CTC Negative Trends: Getting
Fires Back into the Close Fight," Field Artillery, Feb
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02,

pp.

12-14, Doc I1I-48.
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As Ceneral Steele pointed out in 1999, the Project
Warrior Programinitially began in 1989 with a menorandum
of under st andi ng anong the Conbi ned Arns Training Activity
(CATA), the U.S. Arnmy Total Arny Personnel Command
(PERSCOM), and TRADOC held the key to the success of the
trends reversal program The menorandum of understanding
outlined spreadi ng t he expertise of t he
observers/controllers at the conbat training centers to the
rest of the force by assigning them to TRADOC service
schools as instructors or doctrine witers where they could
directly influence witing doctrine and teaching soldiers.

Al t hough the second nenorandum of agreement of 1993 anopng
CATA, PERSCOM and TRADOC was unsigned, the Field Artillery
assigned Project Warrior officers with CTC experience and
certification to FSCAOD in the Field Artillery School in
1999, 2000, and 2001 as instructors or doctrine witers in
keeping with the spirit and intend of the Project Warrior
Program and wi th understanding that they were vital to the
success of the trends reversal program and that they
provided the Arnmy with subject matter experts to train
soldiers and instructors at the schools and to wite
doctrine.®

Wthin two years after being reinvigorated and show ng
pronmi se, the Project Warrior Programran into problens. As
of late 2001, the School had only four Project Warrior
officers and no nonconm ssioned officers in FSCAOD
Further, three of the four officers were scheduled to
depart Fort Sill in My or June 2002; and none were
programmed to replace them From the perspective of
FSCAOD, the reduction in the nunber of Project Warrior
of ficers would hinder negative trends reversal program and
t he di ssem nation of |essons |earned to students.*

431999 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 87-90; Menorandum for
Di rector, FSCAOD, subj: Coordination of 2001 USAFACFS
Annual Conmmand Hi story, 14 Mar 02, Doc |1 -48a.

“Briefing, subj: Trends Reversal Program 2001, Doc
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I'1-49.
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I n 2000-2001 the Field Artillery School, meanwhil e,
devel oped a strategy to inprove the integration of fires
with maneuver, a negative trends reversal identified by
CALL. First, FSCAOD worked with one |light and one heavy
bri gade conbat team and its supporting field artillery unit
to enhance their hone-station training in preparation for a
focused rotation at a CTC. Second, FSCAOD devel oped
training support packages (TSP) that could be exported from
t he School via the Internet and other nmeans in cooperation
with other School departnments to inprove home-station
training.* Specifically, FSCAOD enpl oyed distance | ear ning,
articles in the Field Artillery, and nobile training teans
to inprove home-station training so that the unit would be
prepared when it arrived at a training center and so that
negative trends could be reversed. I n "School house Hel p
for Home-Station Training," Field Artillery, March-April
2000, Master Sergeant (Retired) Henry J. Koelzer, who was
chief of the Unit Training Branch in the Warfighting
| ntegrati on Devel opnment Directorate (WDD) in the Field
Artillery School, explained that Standard Army Training
System ( SATS) software provided the neans to inprove hone
station training and distance | earning. By using SATS,
which nost wunits already enployed, units could inport
dat abase files that contained m ssion training plans (MIP),
soldier training publications (STP), and conbined arns
training strategies (CATS). CATS performed nuch of the
critical planning for many training events, outlined tasks
trained in specific events and the resources required,
including estimates for fuel and ammunition consunption,
gave the commander an overview of a conplete training
strategy, and permtted himto access the | essons of other
commanders. A unit training plan began with selecting a
set of tasks to train. VWhen a unit inported an MIP into
its SATS database, it not only received the collective task
data but also obtained individual tasks that supported
them The unit could then tailor the training to neets its
needs. The TSP represented the ultimate training tool by
gi ving the commander everything required to plan a training
event in a few days rather than in weeks. Utinmately, the
digital tools would support quality training, helping to
guarantee the future effectiveness of the force and to

Swartz, "Training to Reverse CTC Negative Trends,"
pp. 12-14; 1999 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 87-90.
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prepare for the combat training centers.*

Witten by Lieutenant Colonel Gary H. Cheek, a senior
fire support trainer at the NTC, "Training for the NTC " in
t he Mar ch- Apri | 2000 i ssue of Field Artillery,
conpl enent ed di stance | earning. To overcone sone of the
deficiencies of field artillery units at the NTC, he
outlined fixes to inprove home-station unit training and to
enhance performance at the NTC agai nst the highly-trained
opposi ng force.?

*MSG (Ret) Henry J. Koel zer, "School house Hel p for
Home- Station Training,"” Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, pp.
44-45, Doc |I1-50; Swartz, "Training to Reverse CTC
Negative Trends," pp. 12-14.

Y'LTC Gary H. Cheek, "Training for the NTC," Field
Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, pp. 10-15, Doc I1-51.
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Mobile training teanms furnished the third neans of
i mproving home-station unit training. Prior to an NTC or
JRTC focused rotation, FSCAOD di spatched a team of experts
to the wunit during its training exercises where they
presented instruction, conducted semnars, assisted in
hands-on training, and served as observers/controllers for
t he commanders. Late in 2000 and early in 2001, for
exanpl e, FSCAOD organi zed a conbined arnms nobile training
team of eight personnel led by the Director of FSCAOD
Col onel Leonard G Swartz, to train the 2-15th Field
Artillery of the 10th Mountain Division that was schedul ed
for a JRTC rotation in April 2001. Through visits to the
unit's honmestation at Fort Drum New York, and video-
tel econferences, the team provided trends informtion and
| essons | earned. FSCACD al so di spatched an assessnment team
to the unit's focused rotation in April 2001 to gather
information through after action reviews. FSCAOD, in the
meantime, replicated this training effort with the 1-10th
Field Artillery and the 1-39th Field Artillery with the 3rd
I nfantry Division (Mechanized) to inprove their hone-
station unit training prior to a focused rotation at the
NTC in June 2001 and to collect |essons |earned.*®
Following the two focused rotations in 2001, key
| essons energed quickly. First, FSCAOD observed that the
Project Warrior Program was a key to success. Pr oj ect
Warrior personnel gave trends reversal credibility because
they had served tours of duty at the NTC or JRTC as
observers and were famliar with the terrain and the
training systens at the training centers. Second, hone-
station unit training had to focus on trends reversal
subjects in order to prepare the unit for training at the
NTC or JRTC. Third, the nobile training teanms had to
conduct after action reviews after the rotations to solicit
information to inprove the current trends reversal program
Fourth, as far as FSCAOD was concerned, honme-station unit

“®Briefing, subj: COG Inbrief, Fire Support Focused
JRTC Rotation 01-06, 2001, Doc II-52; Briefing, subj:
Trends Reversal Mddel, 2001; Briefing, subj: Fire Support
Focused Rotation, COG Inbrief, NTC, 3-16 Jun 01, Doc II-
53; Briefing, subj: Hammer Crunch Fire Support AAR, 23
Feb 01, Doc I1-54; Menorandum for Cdr, 1-10 FA, subj: 3/3
| D Hanmmer Crunch Take Home Packet, 26 Feb 01, Doc |1-55;
Swartz, "Training to Reverse CTC Negative Trends," pp.
12-14.
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training conducted by nobile training teanms heavy wth
Project Warrior nonconmm ssioned officers and officers
provi ded the key to success at the conbat training centers
and to the trends reversal program *

CHAPTER THREE
COVBAT DEVELOPMENTS:
FORCE DESI GN, DOCTRI NE, AND REQUI REMENTS

| NTRODUCTI ON
During 2001, the US. Arny Field Artillery School
pursued key initiatives to nake the Field Artillery nore
| et hal, depl oyabl e, and responsive to neet future
battlefield requirenents. To do this the School

participated in the Transformation of the Arnmy effort;
refined its fire support nodernization plan; devel oped
doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures; and mde
significant progress towards introducing new equi pnment and

“Menor andum for Record, subj: AAR of JRTC Fires
Focused Rotation 01-06, 1 May 01, Doc I1-56; Briefing,
subj: Trends Reversal Model, 2001; Briefing, subj: Hamrer
Crunch Fire Support AAR, 23 Feb 01; Briefing, subj: COG
| nbrief, JRTC Rotation 01-06, 2001; Briefing, subj: Fire
Support Focused Rotation, COG Inbrief, NTC, 3-16 Jun O1.



90

weapons.
FORCE DESI GN AND DOCTRI NE

Transformati on of the Arny

Chief of Staff's and the Arny Vision. Uon beconing the
Chief of Staff of the Arnmy in md-1999, General Eric K
Shinseki articulated a clear vision to elimnate the
deficiencies to make the Arny nore suitable to future
warfare. |In June 1999 the General explained that the Arny
aspired to be the nost respected arny in the world and the
nost feared ground force to those who would threaten the
vital interests of the United States. To do this the Arny
had to inprove its strategic responsiveness, had to devel op
a clear | ong-term strategy to inprove operational
jointness, had to inplenent the goals of Joint Vision 2010,
had to produce |leaders for joint warfighting, had to
conplete the full integration of the active and the reserve
conponents, had to staff its warfighting units, and had to
provide for the well-being of its soldiers, civilians, and
fam |y members.?!

12000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 63-64. See
Quadrenni al Defense Review Report, 30 Sep 01, Doc I11-1,
for background on the Transformation of the Arnmy and
mlitary forces.
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Al t hough each goal was inportant, General Shinseki
focused his energies on strategic responsiveness during the
|atter nmonths of 1999. From the General's vantage point,
the world situation demanded a strategically responsive
Arnmy that was capabl e of operating throughout the range of
conflict and that was nore versatile, lethal, and
survi vabl e than ever before. The Arny had to provide early
entry forces with the ability to operate jointly wthout
access to fixed forward bases and wth the power to slug it
out and to wn canpaigns decisively.? Conti nui ng, the
CGeneral noted, "At this point in our march through history,

our heavy forces are too heavy and our light forces | ack
stayi ng power. Heavy forces nust be nore strategically
depl oyable and nore agile with a smaller |ogistical
foot print, and |ight forces nust be nore lethal,

survivable, and tactically nobile."?

Over the next several nonths General Shinseki further
refined his vision. In August 1999 his Arnmy of the future
i ncl uded |ighter, nore depl oyable forces and equi pnent and
involved standing up two Initial Brigade Conbat Teans
(IBCT) at Fort Lew s, Washington, to serve as a test bed
for new ideas, force structure, weapons, and equi pnment.
Testing off-the-shelf tracked and wheeled vehicles that
appeared to offer the desirable characteristics would
conpose a mmjor conponent of the Initial Brigade Conbat
Team effort and woul d give the endeavor a quick start. In
a US. Arny news release of 12 October 1999, the Ceneral
along with the Secretary of the Arny, Louis Caldera,
further elucidated his vision. The Arnmy required the
capability of deploying a independent conbat brigade
anywhere in the world within 96 hours, a division within
120 hours, and 5 divisions within 30 days. Thi s meant
transformng the Arny into a nore dom nant and
strategically responsive force.* To this end, GCeneral
Shi nseki told the attendees of the 45th Annual Meeting of
the Association of the United States Arny (AUSA) on 12
Cct ober 1999, "We will begin imediately to turn the entire
Army into a full spectrum force which is strategically

21999 USAFACFS ACH, p. 63.

}ntent of the Chief of Staff, Arny, 23 Jun 99, Doc
[11-4, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.

%1999 USAFACFS ACH, p. 63.
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responsi ve and dom nant at every point on the spectrum of
operations."> As the Director of the Transformation Axis at
Headquarters, U S. Arny Training and Doctrine Comrand
(TRADOC), Col onel Joseph Rodriguez, and the Director of
Battl e Laboratory Integration, Technol ogy, and Concepts at
TRADOC, Col onel M chael Mhaffey, noted in Decenber 1999,
CGeneral Shinseki wanted to make the heavy forces |ighter
and the light forces heavier with the objective of erasing
t he distinction between the two.°

®GEN Eric K. Shinseki, Address to the Ei senhower
Luncheon, 45th Annual Meeting of the Association of the
United States Arny, 12 Oct 99, Doc I11-11, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH.

©1999 USAFACFS ACH, p. 64.
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From General Shinseki's perspective, the Arny had a
bi furcated force. It had equi pnmrent, such as the M1 Abrans
tank, and divisions that had been designed for the Cold War
and that could not go everywhere and had |light forces with
insufficient lethality or survivability to be placed in the
m ddle of a war. In view of recent conmbat and conti ngency
operations in the 1990s, the Arny required a totally new
force structure to handle future war with conbat systens
with the survivability of the M1 Abrans tank and the
Bradl ey fighting vehicle but with the deployability of the
light forces.’

Wrk on the Vision and the Initial Brigade Conbat Team
By the end of 1999, various task forces and study groups
t hr oughout TRADOC and the senior Army Planning G oup began
producing results with the Transformation of the Arnmny.
According to a draft working paper of 17 Novenber 1999, the
prelimnary design for the Initial Brigade Conbat Team
woul d rely heavily on superb reconnai ssance, surveill ance,
and target acquisition (RSTA) abilities; would provide
i mmedi at e i mpr ovenment to t he Army's strategic
responsi veness; and woul d furnish t he means for
institutional changes across all of the domains of
doctrine, training, |eader developnment, organizations,
mat eriel, and soldiers (DTLOVS). The maj or sub-el enents
within the Initial Brigade Conbat Team would include two
notori zed, conbined arns infantry battalions, each wth
three conmbined arms rifle conpanies and a headquarters
conpany with a reconnai ssance platoon and a nortar platoon
but excluded organic field artillery, air and mssile
def ense, conbat and construction engineers, and mlitary
police. As the draft working paper pointed out, enbedding
these kinds of units in the Initial Brigade Combat Team

woul d be at the expense of responsiveness. |[If the brigade
required such capabilities, they would be furnished
augnent ati on packages to fit the mssion. After all, the

key requirenment focused on strategic and operational
deployability; and existing field artillery systens were
t oo heavy to be deployed readily.® Al equipnent, including
field artillery, had to fit on a G130 aircraft. "If it
doesn't fit in a G130, it doesn't go into the brigade,"”

‘I bi d.
°Ibid., pp. 64-65.
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Col onel Rodriquez enphasized on 16 December 1999.°

°Briefing, subj: Status of Brigade Combat Team
Devel opment at Fort Lew s and Pl anned Performance

Denmonstration at Fort Knox, 16 Dec 99, p. 2, Doc II11-12,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Executive Summary, Initial Brigade
Book Volume | (Extract), undated, pp. 4-5, Doc I11-15,

1999 USAFACFS ACH.



95

Yet, the working draft of the Initial Brigade Conbat
Team organization and early thinking about the brigade
structure reflected sone anbivalence concerning field
artillery. Al t hough field artillery was not included in
the working draft of the brigade organization, the
desi gners conceded the requirenment for field artillery and
projected procuring a nmedium assault vehicl e-based 155-mm
how t zer sonetine in the near future. Until this occurred,
the brigade would have to rely upon the H gh Mbility
Artillery Rocket System (H MARS) for counterfire if needed.

At a briefing in the Pentagon in Decenmber 1999, TRADOC
representatives pointed out that they did not know exactly
what type of field artillery would be an organic part of
the brigade in the future. For now, the Initial Brigade
Conbat Team woul d not have field artillery because it was
too heavy and would detract from deployability. Yet ,
omtting field artillery would be risky. Mortars sinmply
coul d not handle indirect fire support requirements. '

An analysis by the Field Artillery School pronpted
reconsidering the fire support organization in the Initial
Bri gade Conbat Team I n Decenber 1999 the School pointed
out in stark ternms the vulnerability of the Initial Brigade
Conbat Team to counterfire and the wunacceptable high
casualties that it would take wi thout organic fire support
beyond organic nortars. Based upon the School's careful
scrutiny, TRADOCC revanped fire support in the Initial and
I nterimBrigade Conmbat Teans early in January 2000. TRADOCC
made fire support teanms and sections organic to the
maneuver force in both of the brigade conbat teans.
According to the Field Artillery School, the outlined fire
support organi zati on of organic nortars and H MARS for the
Initial and InterimBrigade Conbat Teans woul d i ncrease the
volume of fire, would provide close support and the ability
to furnish proactive and reactive counterfire, and would

Y bid., p. 65.
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furni sh shoot and scoop capabilities w thout sacrificing
strategi c and operational nobility.*

12000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 70.
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Placing HHMARS in the Initial Brigade Conbat Team
assuned considerable risk and led to a crucial decision in
March 2000. As of February 2000, the Army had only three
prot otype H MARS | ocated at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, and
one denonstration H MARS at the factory in Dallas, Texas,
and could expect the first production systens in 2002 at
the earliest. This essentially neant that there would not
be any field artillery in the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team

Faced with this situation, the Field Artillery School
proposed substituting the towed ML98 155-mm how tzer for
H MARS in the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team At the School's
recomrendati on General Shinseki on 3 March 2000 decided to
use the ML98 because of the decision to use off-the-shelf
equi pment and because of the requirement for organic field
artillery in the Initial and InterimBrigade Conbat Teans.

As outlined in April 2000, ML98 battalion assigned to the
first Initial Brigade Conbat Team would provide direct
support, would deploy within the first ninety-six hours for
a small scale contingency (SSC) and also a mmjor theater
war (MW, and would consist of three firing batteries of
four howitzers each for a total of twelve weapons, a
headquarters and headquarters battery, a target acquisition
pl at oon of @ 36 and Q 37 radars, and a medical platoon.*?

2 pid., pp. 69-70; "Arny: Lightweight Howitzer the
Only Viable Option for Brigade Team " Inside the Arny, 30
Jul 01, pp. 1, 7, Doc I11-2.
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Base upon subsequent analysis, the Arny revised its
plans to equip the Initial Brigade Conbat Team with nore
nodern technol ogy than the ML98. Al t hough it pmaintained
that an Interim Arnored Vehicle-(1AV) based self-propelled
how tzer woul d be the ideal choice and continued to retain
the requirenment for such a howitzer in the InterimBrigade
Combat Team the Arny decided to replace the ML98 with the
towed Lightweight 155-mm howitzer (LW 155) that was under
devel opnent as a joint programwth the U S. Mrine Corps
in the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team Circunstances forced
the Arny to reverse an earlier decision that had rejected
the LW 155 because it lacked the agility of a self-
propell ed howi tzer and because it was not designed to fit
on a C-130 with its prinme nover. However, using the LW 155
woul d be consistent with the Arnmy's desire to enploy off-
t he-shelf or near off-the-shelf equipnent that would be
avai l able and would facilitate a transition to the AV
self-propelled howitzer that would be in the Interim
Bri gade Conbat Team The LW 155 woul d possess nobility and
survivability equal to the nmaneuver force and woul d provide
the lethality, precision target acquisition, precision
engagenent, and extended range to furnish responsive and
accurate fires to support the Interim Brigade Conmbat Team
t hrough the battle space. Empl oyi ng the ML98, however,
forced the Army to limt the nunber of howitzers in the
Initial Brigade Conbat Team to twelve divided into three
four-how tzer batteries because the ML98 was so heavy that
only twelve could be handl ed. I n conparison, a LW 155
how tzer battalion would have ei ghteen weapons divided into
three six-howitzer batteries because the weapon would be
lighter.®

To enhance the operational and organi zati onal
effectiveness of the field artillery battalion, TRADOC nmade
the Fires and Effects Coordination Cell (FECC), which was
an energing operational, organizational, and doctrinal
concept in the Arnmy central to the direct support role.
Historically, field artillerynen planned their fires based
upon the availability of organic or assigned indirect fire
support systens to support the maneuver force. As such,
fire support planning focused nmore on positioning and
al l ocati ng weapon systens, nunitions, and servicing targets

132000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 70-71; "Arny: Lightweight
Howi t zer the Only Viable Option for Brigade Teans,"
| nside the Arnmy, 30 Jul 01, pp. 1, 7.
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rat her than achieving particular effects. The devel opnent
of precision nunitions, better non-lethal capabilities,
i ncreased ranges, and advances in communications led to
orienting fire support around effects and not around the
delivery systens. At the brigade level the FECC woul d
perform the traditional functions of the fire support
el ement and woul d obtain gui dance fromthe commander about
the desired effects. It would then plan, prepare, and
direct the execution of the desired effects wutilizing
organi ¢ and non-organi c neans. Unlike the existing fire
support elenent, the FECC would provi de expanded access to
joint assets; wuld perform a proactive counterfire
function; and would furnish an ability to plan, coordinate,
and enploy lethal and non-lethal effects with the latter
being a critical capability that existing fire support
el ements did not have.

142000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 72; |BCT Organizational and

Operational Concept (Extract), 30 Jun 00, Executive
Summary, Doc I11-3.
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As the Arny restructured its fire support, it also
devel oped the mssion and organization of the Initial
Bri gade Conmbat Team conbat team in 1999-2000. Besi des
being a full-spectrum early-entry conbat force wth
organic field artillery, the Initial Brigade Conbat Team
woul d be a divisional brigade with the m ssion of being the
first-to-deploy brigade, wuld have the capability of
begi nni ng operations upon arrival at the aerial port of
debar kati on, and woul d be pre-configured in ready-to-fight
conbi ned arnms packages. As Col onel WMahaffey of TRADOC
expl ai ned, the ready-to-fight combined arns packages woul d
be nore effective than enploying the traditional division-
slice approach to deploynent. Such a conbined arns package
organi zation would enhance unit cohesion and maxim ze
conbat effectiveness. Mor eover, when it was deployed as
part of a light division, the brigade would extend the
tactical mobility available to the commander and increase
tactical firepower for small scale contingencies (SSC) or
stability and support operations (SASO). "™

In the mdst of this planning effort, the Arny stood up
its first Initial Brigade Conbat Team After beginning the
process of reorganizing and reequipping in April 2000, the
3rd Brigade, 2nd Infantry Division, the first of two
brigades to be transformed into an Initial Brigade Conbat
Team conducted a Battle Command Post Training (BCPT)
Warfighter Exercise in Septenber 2001 to determne the
strengt hs and weaknesses of the new organi zation. Although
it had been constituted froma traditional |ight brigade,
the 3rd Brigade denonstrated warfighting conpetency, the
ability to performas a unit, and the basic soundness of
the Initial Brigade Conbat Team concept during the
exercise. A sinulation, the exercise placed the unit in a
Bal kan environnent agai nst a nodern, conventional adversary
augnented with special forces and an associated terrori st
group. According to the Commandi ng General of | Corps and
Fort Lew s, Lieutenant Ceneral Janes Hill, comranders, and
soldiers, the Initial Brigade Conbat Team still required
refinement. Communicati ons needed to be upgraded, and the
bri gade demanded better intelligence systens. On the
positive side, General Hill and others agreed that the
Initial Brigade Conmbat Team had another year to work out

152000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 73; Briefing, subj: |BCT
Organi zational Concept, 12 Jan 01, Doc I11-4.
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t he ki nks before reaching its targeted operational date.'®

™ Arny's First | BCT Exceeds Expectations During
War fighter Exercise,"” Inside the Arny, 15 Oct 01, pp. 1,

11, 12, 13, Doc IIl-5; "BCT More Difficult for Eneny
Forces, but OPFOR Finds Sone Holes," Inside the Arny, 15
Cct 01, p. 12, Doc Ill-5; COL Steven L. Bailey, "Fires

for the IBCT," Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 5-8, Doc
I11-6; "Arny Oficially Begins Transformation to Initial
Bri gade Conmbat Team " Fort Lewis Press Rel ease, 13 Apr
00, Doc Il1-7; Briefing, subj: IBCT Organizational and
Operational, 8 Jan 02, Doc I11-8.
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During that Warfighter command post exercise of
Septenmber 2001, the 1-37th Field Artillery tested new
concepts and organizations, such as the FECC As an
integral part of the tactical operational center, the FECC
particularly inmpressed field artillerymen and other
participants. Throughout the exercise the FECC managed a
mul titude of tasks and activities necessary to achieve the
conmander's desired effects on the target. The FECC had a
| ethal effects section, a targeting/counterfire section,
and a non-|ethal effects section and planned and
synchroni zed full -spectrumfires in support of operations."

Al t hough the FECC offered nmuch prom se, General Hill
poi nted out that it needed "tweaking" and questioned the
ability of the field artillery battalion commander to
operate the FECC once the field artillery started shooting
because at that tinme the commander becane intinmately
involved in lethal fires and the rest of the FECC s m ssion
assuned | ess inportance.' Along the sane |ines the Deputy
Commandi ng CGeneral for Training at the US. Arny Field
Artillery School, Brigadier General WIliam F. Engel,

wrote, "Although the total integration of |ethal and
nonl ethal effects presented challenges in the Warfighter
exercise, this concept [FECC] appears to be valid. | feel
confident the FECC will solidify its value in the future."?®

The Commandant of the Field Artillery School, Mjor
General M chael D. Maples, commented in Decenber 2001, "The

insights derived from the |[IBCT fires and effects
coordination cell's . . . coordination of both Iethal and
nonl ethal strikes ultimately will help us transforminto a

responsi ve networked neans to deliver the effects required

™Fires for the IBCT," Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01,

pp. 5-8, Doc Il1-8a; LTC Henry S. Larsen |1l and MAJ

M chael T. Walsh, "Transform ng Fire Support for the

| BCT," Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 01, pp. 7-11, Doc I11-9;
LTC Henry S. Larsen |1l and MAJ WlliamI|. Fox |11,
"Transform ng the FA Battalion for the IBCT," Field
Artillery, Mar-Apr 01, pp. 12-15, Doc I|11-10.

B*Arny's First | BCT Exceeds Expectations During
War fighter Exercise," p. 11.

“BG Wlliam F. Engel, "Transformng Fires for the
Obj ective Force,"” Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, p. 10, Doc
I'11-10a.
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for domi nant maneuver."? Besides this, the 1-37th Field
Artillery pointed out the pressing requirenent for
proactive counterfire for the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team
because it was |lighter and nore deployable than existing
forces and demanded better protection. As a result, the
bri gade constantly focused on proactive counterfire by
exploiting its targeting assets and the FECC s capabilities
to manage | ethal effects during the exercise. Although the
War fi ghter command post exercise of Septenber 2001 pointed
out sone deficiencies, the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team
passed the test and displayed its prom se.?

Legacy, Interim and Objective Forces. Early onin the
transformation process, the Army outlined making the
Initial Brigade Combat Team a part of a three-phase
devel opnental program Fi el ded between 2000 and 2003, the
two selected brigades at Fort Lewis would conprise the
initial brigades, would be the prototypes for others to
foll ow, and woul d be equi pped with off-the-shelf equipnent,
i ncluding vehicles, and equipnment, sone of which was
already in the Arny's inventory and could be adapted to
meet existing requirenents. The initial brigades woul d
al so be retrofitted with the Interim Arnored Vehicle (IAV)

MG M chael D. Maples, "Transformation: The Way
Ahead," Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, p. 1, Doc III-10aa.

ICPT Kevin E. Finch, LTC Henry S. Larsen |11, and
CPT Vincent J. Bellisario, "Counterfire for the IBCT,"
Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 14-18, Doc II1-11.
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upon fielding to become part of the Interim Force.* As
TRADOC Deputy Chief of Staff for Conbat Devel opnents, Maj or
General Dan Zanini explained late in 1999, the Interim
Force would be equipped with the nedium assault vehicle
technol ogy, would follow the initial brigades, and woul d be
fiel ded between 2003-2010. Next, the Arny would field the
Obj ective Force that would be based upon breakthrough
technol ogies and would be fielded beginning in 2008.
According to the Transformation Canpaign Plan of 2000, the
conplete conversion of the Arnmy to the Objective Force
woul d be around 2032. %

222000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 67-68; US Arny Posture
Statenment for FYOl (Extract), Chapter Two, Doc I11-12;
Briefing, subj: Equipping the Brigade Conmbat Team 21 Jun
00, Doc I11-13.

232000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 68.
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Al t hough the three phases (initial, interim and
obj ective) remained prom nent, a three-axis strategy -- the
Legacy Force, the Interim Force, and the Objective Force --
to transformthe Arny into the Objective Force crystallized
during 2000-2001.% At a briefing in November 2000, Genera
Shi nseki explained that the Arny had started phase one in
1999. During this phase, the Arny would field two Initial
Bri gade Conmbat Teans at Fort Lewis to validate an
organi zati onal and operational nodel for the Interim
Bri gade Conbat Teans that would follow and would
concurrently maintain a focus on warfighting readiness to
execute national mlitary strategy. This latter objective
i nvol ved nodernizing and recapitalizing select current
capabilities in the existing force, comonly called the

Legacy Force of heavy and l|ight forces organized and
equi pped during the Cold War. Moder ni zing centered on
devel opi ng new systens with i nproved war fi ghting

capabilities, while recapitalizing involved the rebuilding
and the select upgrading of nineteen currently fielded
agi ng systens. \While rebuilding would restore a systemto
a |ike-new condition, upgrading would restore a systemto a
i ke-new condition and sinultaneously add inprovenents to
address capability shortcom ngs. As GCeneral Shinseki
noted, the nodernization and the recapitalization of the
Legacy Force would also extend Arny capabilities into the
future by returning selected systens to |ike-new condition
and by introducing new systens and woul d guarantee near-
termfighting capabilities. General Shinseki added in md-
2001 that the Division Capstone Exercise Phase |I of Apri

I nf ormati on Paper, subj: AUSA Tranform Panel
Briefing, 26 Oct 00, Doc I11-14.
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2001 with two digitized brigade task forces from the 4th
Infantry Division at the National Training Center, Fort
I rwin, Cal i forni a, denonstrat ed t he war fi ghting
capabilities of the Legacy Force that had been nobdernized
and recapitalized and its vital role in the Transfornmation
of the Army.?

Briefing, subj: Recapitalization of the Legacy

Force, 17 Oct 00, Doc II11-15; Briefing, subj: Arny
Transformation, 17 Oct 00, Doc I11-16; 2001 Arny
Moder ni zati on Plan (Extract), Executive Summary, pp. 11,
24, Doc I11-17; Testinony, General Shinseki before Senate
Armed Services Commttee, 10 Jul 01, Doc I1I1-18;

I nf ormati on Paper, subj: CSA Remarks at AUSA Sem nar, 8
Nov 01, Doc II1-19.
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O her Arny officers shared the same basi c concl usions
about the Legacy Force as denonstrated in the Division
Capstone Exercise Phase |I. Although some of the systens
were not avail able yet and although sone deficiencies still
exi sted, the Division Capstone Exercise Phase | validated
nmoder ni zing and recapitalizing select Legacy Forces units.

Digitization played an especially critical role in the
process by permitting soldiers to nove over a battle space
that was | arger than the Arny of Excellence's battle space
in the 1990s and by allowing officers to |everage
information. In a briefing on 21 April 2001, the Commander
of the 4th Infantry Division Artillery, Colonel Ben Allen,
noted that digitization provided situational awareness.
The 4th Infantry Division always knew where it was in
relation to the eneny and could exploit that information.
Utimately, the exercise illustrated the inportance of
i nformati on dom nance furnished by command, control
communi cations, conputers, intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnai ssance (C41SR) systens and equally as critical
foretold the role that CAISR could play in the
Transformati on of the Arny. ?°

As the Assistant Commandant of the Field Artillery
School, Brigadier General WIlliamF. Engel, pointed out in
t he Novenber-Decenber 2001 edition of Field Artillery, the
1l Arnored Corps would conprise the Legacy Force and woul d
be the Arny's hedge during the transformati on process. The
11 Arnmored Corps divisions, the arnored cavalry reginent,
and the associated corps slices would receive priority for
noder ni zation material. The Arny would field the Crusader
and the M270A1 MRS | auncher to these units, even though
nost Legacy Force units would remain Paladin and M270 M.RS

2°U.S. Army Public Affairs Ofice Information Paper,

subj: Power of Digitization Proves Worth During Arny
Force on Force Exercise, 18 Apr 01, Doc II1-20;

| nf ormati on Paper, subj: 4th ID Shows Info Superiority at
Di vi si on Capstone Exercise, 20 Apr 01, Doc I1I1-21;
Briefing (Extract), subj: DCX | Observations, 25 Apr 01,
Doc 111-22; Anmerican Forces Information Service, "Digital
Worl d Meets Conmbat During Desert Exercise,” 18 Apr 01,
Doc I11-22a; TRADOC News Service, "Army Denonstrates

| nformati on Superiority at DCX," 16 Apr 01, Doc III-22aa.
See Division Capstone Exercise Phase | Initial Insights
Menmor andum ( FOUO), Apr 01, for additional information,
Doc I11-23.
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| auncher based. ¥

*’Engel , "Transformng Fires for the Objective
Force,"” Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 9-13.
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InterimForce. Wth the fielding of the Interim Arnored
Vehicle (l1AV) in the near future, phase two of the
transformati on would start and would end when the | ast
I nterimBrigade Conbat Team was fully manned, equi pped, and
trained. MWhile scientific and technol ogical research and
devel opnent on the CObjective Force would continue, the two
Initial Brigade Conmbat Teanms would also be retrofitted with
| AVs to becone Interim Brigade Conbat Teans and would join
four interim brigades, including an Arny National Guard
brigade, in the InterimForce to bridge the gap between the
Legacy Force and the Objective Force. These units woul d
conmpl enent the Legacy Force, would be designed to nmaxim ze
lethality and survivability while increasing tactical,
operational, and strategic maneuver. They could be pl aced
anywhere in the world within ninety-six hours of liftoff,
could conplenent |ight or nmechanized forces in a major
regi onal contingency operation, and could be integrated
easily into the InterimDivision scheduled for fielding in
2005. %

G ven the InterimBrigade Conbat Teanmi s capabilities to
participate in the full spectrumof conflict ranging froma

maj or theater war to small scale contingency in an
urban/cl ose terrain setting and its core capabilities of
high tactical nobility and robust dismounted assault, it

woul d be organized as a conbined arnms, mounted infantry
organi zation and wuld have self-contained organic
capabilities with the ability to reach throughout the
battl espace if required. WMajor sub-el enents would include
three nmotorized, conbined arns infantry battalions wth
organic nortar conpanies; a RSTA squadron; an anti-tank
conpany; a field artillery battalion of three firing
batteries, a target acquisition platoon, a headquarters and
headquarters battery, a neteorological section, and a
survey team (a neteorol ogical section and a survey tean);
an engi neer conpany; a brigade support battalion; a
mlitary intelligence conpany; a signal conpany; and a
bri gade headquarters and headquarters conpany. Recogni zi ng
the brigade's vulnerability to sustain unacceptable |evels
of casualties when targeted by eneny indirect fire systens,

282001 Army Moderni zation Plan (Extract), pp. 10-21;
| nformati on Paper, subj: AUSA Transform Panel Briefing,
26 Oct 00; Briefing, subj: InterimForce, 17 Oct 00, Doc
I11-24; Email msg with atch, subj: LeglntObj2, 1 Apr 02,
Doc I11-24a.
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its field artillery would have a FECC to coordi nate non-
lethal and lethal fires and would focus on conducting
responsi ve, proactive counterbattery fires. Because the
| AV- based self-propelled 155-mm howitzer would not be
avail able, the Army initially planned to equip the Interim
Bri gade Conbat Teamis field artillery battalion with twelve
ML98 howitzers divided into three batteries of four
how t zers each. The LW 155 that was under devel opnent
woul d subsequently replace the ML98 around 2005, would be
organi zed into a battalion three batteries of six cannons
each, and would eventually be supplanted by the | AV-based
sel f-propelled 155-nm howitzer. These weapons, especially
the |AV-based howitzer, the Firefinder Radar Q 47, and
other field artillery systenms would possess the mobility
and survivability that would be equal to the maneuver force
and would furnish lethal, precision fires and force
protection.?®

I'nterimBrigade Conbat Team Organi zati onal and
Oper ati onal Docunent (Extract), Jun 00, Chapter 3, pp.
19- 20, Chapter 8, pp. 1-12; Briefing (Extract), subj:
Field Artillery Futures Update, 2002, Doc I11-25; Email
msg with atch, subj: LeglntObj2, 1 Apr 02.
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As work on the Interim Brigade Conbat Team noved
forward, the force structure of the Interim Division began
t aki ng shape in 2000-2001. As a draft organizational and
operational plan of early 2001 outlined, the Interim
Di vision would provide the joint force conmander with a
strategically responsive, early entry ground force that
woul d be optim zed for offensive operations and that could
support operations in any operational environnent, such as
a mjor theater of war or small scale contingency.
Equi pped with I AVs, the InterimDivision wuld be organi zed
around three brigade conbat teanms with the capability of
closing with and destroying eneny forces through fire and
maneuver and with organic nortars, one air cavalry brigade,
a division artillery of three battalions of eighteen LW 155
guns and one battery of nine H MARS, one engi neer reginent,
and one division maneuver sustainnent brigade. Di vi si on
troops would consist of a mlitary intelligence battalion,
a signal battalion, and an air defense battery. Thi s
design placed field artillery in the division to provide
the full spectrum fires and effects and permtted the
habi tual association of direct support battalions wth
ground maneuver battalions or brigades to facilitate the
conbined arns requirenments of the brigade teans, while the
| ong-range capabilities of H MARS would all ow the division
commander to conduct shaping and counterfire at the

®l'nterim Division Organizational and Operational
Pl an, Feb 01, pp. 1,5, Doc III-26.



112

division level, to weight the main brigade conbat team
effort, and to enabl e decisive operations.?*

Email msg with atch, subj: LeglntObj2, 1 Apr 02;
Briefing, subj: None, 12 COct 01, Doc 111-27; Interim
Di vi sion Organi zati onal and Operational Plan, Feb 01, pp.
4, 10, 23, 25.
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From t he perspective of the Arny, the Interim Forces

woul d provide operational and strategic advantages. I n
Cct ober 2000 an Arny Transformation briefing explained that
the Interim Forces -- Interim Brigade Conbat Team and
Interim Division -- wuld ensure conbat overmatch for
American forces until the Objective Force capabilities
woul d be fielded and woul d not be an experinental force for
testing concepts. They would be fully trained, would be

ready to depl oy, and woul d provide warfighting capability.®
The Interim Division would be capable of deploying
worl dwide within 120 hours with a lead Interim Brigade
Conbat Team depl oyed anywhere in the world within 96
hours.® Equally inportant, the Interim Force would fil
the gap that existed in 2000-2001 and would give the Arny
the ability to get forces on the ground quickly with the
requi site conbat power to influence a potential crisis.
Al t hough the Interim Force, including an interim arnored
cavalry reginment, would fill a capability gap with a highly
depl oyabl e force, nost of the Arny would still consist of
Legacy Forces through 2010 when the Arny planned to start
i ntroduci ng the Objective Force.®

*Briefing, subj: Arny Transformation, 17 Oct 00.

¥Briefing (Extract), MRl, Army Transformation and
Conbat Health Support, 2 Mar 01, Doc I11-28.

**Informati on Paper, subj: AUSA Transform Panel
Briefing, 26 Oct 00; Menorandum for See Distribution,
subj: Arny Order of Precedence to Support the Initial
Phase of the Arnmy Transformation, 7 Dec 00, Doc II1l-29;
Briefing, subj: InterimForce, 17 Oct 00; Briefing, subj:
Army Transformation, 17 Oct 00; 2001 Arny Modernization
Pl an (Extract), pp. 11-20; | AV M ssion Needs Statenent

(Extract), 22 Feb 00, Doc 111-30; Information Paper
subj: Messages and Qs and A's for the IBCT Stationing
Plan, 11 Jul 01, Doc I111-31; Briefing (Extract), subj:

MRI, Arny Transformation, and Conbat Health Support, 2
Mar 01; Emmil msg with atch, subj: Requirenments Review
Commi ttee, 27 Mar 00, Doc I111-23, 2000 USAFACFS ACH. In
July 2001 the Arny announced that the next four brigades
to be converted to the Initial/lnterimBrigade Conbat
Team concept would be the 172nd Infantry Brigade, the 2nd
Arnmored Caval ry Regi ment, the 2nd Brigade, 25th Infantry
Di vision, and the 56th Brigade, 28th Infantry Division of
t he Pennsyl vania Arnmy National Guard. See Menorandum for
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See Distribution, subj: Arnmy Order of Precedence to
Support the Initial Phase of the Arny Transformation, 7
Dec 00; Ceneral Accounting Report, subj: Mlitary

Transformation, Nov 01, p. 9, Doc I11-32; "Arny Sel ects
Fol | ow-on Transformation Brigades," Arny News Service, 12
Jul 01, Doc 111-33; Mg, subj: CSA Sends-The Interim

Bri gade Conbat Team Transformati on Schedule, 12 Jul 01,
Doc 111-33a; "Arnmy Announces Locations of Next Interim
Bri gade Conmbat Teans," U. S. Arny Public Affairs O fice,
12 Jul 01, Doc Il11-33aa; Information Paper, subj: Arny

Transformation, 12 Jul 01, Doc |11 -34.
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Obj ective Force. As the Arny explained in 2000-2001
phase three, which was still in the conceptual stage, would
begin in 2008-2010 when the first Objective Force brigade-
size unit would be fully manned, equi pped, and trained to
achieve the desired capabilities and woul d conti nue beyond
2030. Al t hough fielding the Future Conbat System (FCS)
with some of them being nmulti-functional, such as providing
direct and indirect fires, would be a critical factor, the
Obj ective Force would not be platform driven but would
focus on achieving capabilities and would enconpass the
entire Arny. The Legacy Forces and the Interim Forces
woul d be transforned into the Objective Force over a period
of years beginning in the second decade of the twenty-first

century. The Objective Force would beconme the world's
preem nent |land force for a broad range of nissions from
support, i ncl udi ng Honel and Security, to decisive

war fighting at every point on the mlitary spectrum *°

*Briefing, subj: Arny Transformation, 17 Oct 00;
2001 Arny Modernization Plan (Extract), pp. 29-33; Wite
Paper, subj: Concept for the Objective Force, Nov 01, pp.
1-8, Doc 111-35; General Accounting O fice Report, subj:
Mlitary Transformation, Nov 01, p. 9; Information Paper,
subj : AUSA Transform Panel Briefing, 26 Oct 00; Engel,
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"Transform ng Fires for the Objective Force," pp. 9-13.
See U.S. Arny Transformation Canpaign Plan (FOUO, 10 Apr
01, Doc Il11-36, for nmore informtion.
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Over a period of nmonths in 2000 and 2001, an
operational concept for fighting with the Objective Force

unf ol ded. Al t hough all Ilevels of command remined
undefined, two basic conceptual echelons energed -- unit of
enpl oynent and wunit of action -- by Novenber 2001.

Conparable to a division and above organi zation, a unit of
enpl oynment would be an offensively-oriented, versatile,
mul ti-di mensional force with the capability of perfornmng a

variety of roles and m ssions. For exanple, it would
performtasks assigned to Arny of Excellence divisions and
hi gher echelons, would link Arnmy ground and joint air

forces, and woul d orchestrate joint canpai gns as required.
Tailored to the mssion, a unit of enploynment would al so

resource and execute conbat oper ati ons; desi gnat e
obj ectives; coordinate with nulti-service, interagency,
mul ti-national, and non-governnental activities; and enpl oy
| ong-range fires, aviation, and sustainnment. The unit
would also provide conmand, control, conmunications,
conputers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnai ssance
and tactical direction to units of action. A unit of

action would have a fixed organization, wuld be the
tactical formation of the Objective Force, and would be
conparable to brigade and |ower echelons in the Arny of
Excel | ence. As the draft November 2001 TRADOC Panphl et
525-3-91, The Objective Force, outlined, a unit of action
woul d be the smallest combined arms unit that could be
committed i ndependently. A unit of action would close with
the eneny and destroy it with integrated fire, maneuver,
and tactical assault. The core of the unit of action
brigade would be four to six conbined arms conbat
battalions.®

Late in 2001, the Arny envisioned that the Objective
Force would be fighting in a new operational environnment.
The Arny's existing force was designed, equipped, and
trained to confront an eneny that conducted highly
centralized mlitary operations and gai ned nonent um t hrough

*®Email msg with atch, subj: LeglntObj2, 1 Apr 02;
TRADAOC Panmphl et (Draft) 525-3-91, Objective Force, 6 Nov
01, pp. 1, 2, 3, 4, Doc 111-37; \Wiite Paper, subj:
Concepts for the Objective Force, Nov 01, p. 18;

I nterview, Dastrup with Sanmy Coffrman, Dep Dir, Futures
Devel opment and Integration Directorate, 12 Mar 02, Doc
111-38; Unit of Enploynent Concept (Draft), 1 Nov 01, pp.
4-5, Doc I11-39.
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echel onnent in maneuver and fires in recognizable
formati ons and groupi ngs of high payoff and npbst dangerous
targets with a fires-based doctrine of conbined arns. In

response to this threat, the Arny devel oped a framework of
operational depth and a pattern of operations that called
for novement by echelon in the approach and a clearly
defi ned sequence of conmbat operations: devel op the
situation from external sources; establish contact; depl oy
to develop the situation after contact; and maneuver to
fix, disrupt, and destroy the eneny through envel opnent and
foll owthrough actions. Units normally relied upon
devel oping the situation after contact for useful conbat
information and attrited eneny units.?

’TRADOC Panphl et (Draft) 525-3-91, 6 Nov 01, pp. 6-
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TRADOC and the Arny believed that Cbjective Force units
woul d face an entirely different operational environnment.
At one end of the spectrum of conflict, creative and
adaptive opponents would enploy strategies to destroy
American resolve by attacking the honeland, killing
i nnocent civilians, and conducting prol onged operations.
At the other end was the possibility of mmjor theater war.

VWi le the eneny would still retain the ability to fight in
massed formations, American mlitary forces could no | onger
depend upon the enenmy to array itself in predictable
formati ons. The eneny woul d seek advant ages of weat her and
terrain, would take sanctuary in conplex terrain, would
enploy terrain masking, and would protect high-payoff
targets by shielding them anobng non-conbatants. Behi nd
this w de spectrum of conflict would be the information
revolution and technol ogical advances that pron sed
br eakt hroughs in surveillance and comruni cations to create
i mense bases of knowl edge for mlitary planning and
execution unprecedented in scope, volume, and accuracy. ®

To fight successfully in the new operational
envi ronnment, the Arny would have to see first, understand
first, act first, and finish decisively. To see first

meant detecting, identifying, and tracking the individual
conponents of eneny units and denying themto do the sane
against Arnmy forces. To understand first would follow and
permt anticipating the enemy's intentions. To act first
involved initiating decisive engagenment at the Arny's
chosen time and place, while to finish decisively neant
wel | -tinmed assaults, exploitation of successes, and denyi ng
t he quny the opportunity to regroup or to continue the
fight.

To achieve this decisive conmbat power required
i nformati on dom nance through advanced C41 SR capabilities.
As the Arnmy explained in 2000-2001, its science and
technol ogy program would devel op advanced sensors and

sensor processing; intelligence and electronic warfare
systens and techniques; mlitarized and special-purpose
el ectroni cs; counterm ne technol ogi es; and command,

¥ pid., pp. 8 11; VWite Paper, subj: Concepts for
the Objective Force, Nov 01, pp. 3, 6.

¥ bid., pp. 6-8; Email nsg with atch, subj:
LeglntObj 2, 1 Apr 02; TRADOC Panphlet (Draft) 525-3-91, 6
Nov 01, pp. 11-12.
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control, conmmunications, and conputers systens. 41 SR
woul d be conpl enented by future reconnai ssance, lift, and
attack aircraft; advanced mlitary | ogistical systenms; and
the Future Combat System “°

““Arny Moderni zation Plan (Extract), 2001, pp. 12,
31; Email nmsg with atch, subj: LeglntObj2, 1 Apr 02.
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Transform ng the Field Artillery and Fire Support for
the 21st Century. The Field Artillery also had to transform
itself to neet the future requirenments envisioned by
CGener al Shinseki . In m d-2000 the Field Artillery Schoo
expl ained that the field artillery force had to maintain a
credible warfighting capability by nodernizing the
Counterforce (Legacy) Force while it devel oped, manned, and
equi pped the Interim Force that marked the first steps in
reaching the Objective Force. To nake the transition from
the current force or the Legacy Force to the Objective
Force, the Field Artillery School analyzed transformation
requi renents, assessed existing operational capabilities,
and identified operational and organizational deficiencies
for the Field Artillery and fire support.*

412000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 79-80.
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As the Field Artillery School |ooked into the future

from the perspective of 2000-2001, it ©projected a
signi ficant transformation because of a noticeably
di fferent operational environnent. It foresaw resilient
and adaptive adversaries, |less frequent, |arge-scale

maneuver, dispersion into smaller, conbined arns el ements
than ever before, exploitation of ©precision strike
capabilities and advanced technology, and asymetric
response's United States's advantages, such as the
enpl oynent of sanctuaries and the use of civilians as
protective shields, that would require nore sophisticated
target acquisition capabilities and precision nunitions

than currently avail able. For the Field Artillery, the
future Dbattlefield mnmeant significant change because
existing field artillery capabilities had been created for

a Cold War paradigm During the Cold War and Operation
Desert Storm of 1991, the Field Artillery depended upon
massed fire against area targets; and this would not be as
likely in the future.? The need to transformthe Field
Artillery and fire support led to a nodernization plan in
2000 and a revised one in 2001 that refornulated doctrine
and urged fielding new equipnent. As explained in the
plan, the Field Artillery would remain relevant primrily
because of the enduring functions perfornmed by field
artillery: providing close support fires for decisive
operations, counter strike fires, and shaping fires at
tactical and operational depth. Cl ose support for decisive
operations involved attacking eneny troops, weapons, or
positions to destroy in close conbat as part of decisive
operations and to fix, to suppress, or to enable the
freedom of maneuver. Counter strike ~consisted of
destroying the eneny's precision strike capabilities before
t he eneny attacked, while shaping fires at tactical and
operational depth conprised attacking the eneny forces
beyond the close fight to set the conditions for decisive
operations, to isolate the current close fight, to shape
the next fight, and to protect the force. The School also

anticipated replacing the term "fire support,” with the
term "effects coordination and generation,” and retaining
responsibility for overall effects coordination and

22000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 80; Field Artillery
Moder ni zati on and Transformation Plan (Draft), Jan 02,
pp. 9-15, Doc 111-60.
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generation. *

Besides witing new doctrine, the Field Artillery
School expected new weapons to be devel oped. As part of
the Transformation of the Arny, the Field Artillery Schoo
proposed to noderni ze the Legacy Force as the InterimForce
was stood up and as the Objective Force was being
devel oped. Additionally, the nodernization plan stressed
the criticality of cannon, rocket, and m ssile precision

and smart nunitions, such as the Unitary, to limt
coll ateral damage in urban environnments. The School chose
Excal i bur for cannon artillery because it would provide

enhanced capability for precision engagenents with [imted
collateral damage in urban environnments and wanted the
Mul tipl e-Launch Rocket System Smart Tactical Rocket for
rocket artillery and the ATACMS for missile artillery.*

432000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 80-81; The Field Artillery
Moder ni zati on and Transformation Plan (Draft), Jan 02,
pp. 17-21

42000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 82; The Field Artillery
Transformati on and Mdderni zati on Plan, Jan 02.
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I nterim Arnored Vehicle and Future Conmbat System As
the Army devel opi ng organi zati onal designs for the Interim
Bri gade Conbat Team the Interim Division, and the
Cbj ective Force, the Arnmy sinultaneously outlined a plan to
equip the InterimBrigade Conbat Teamw th Interim Arnored
Vehicle (I1AV) famly of medium arnored vehicles and the
Obj ective Force with the Future Combat System (FCS).* To
acquire the IAV, the Arny hosted platform performnce
denonstrations in Decenber 1999 and January 2000 at Fort
Knox, Kentucky, where manufacturers displayed their nmedium
wei ght vehicles to give a sense of what was avail able
before formal requirenents for the system were witten.
The denonstrations also allowed the Arny to communicate its
requirenents to industry, to permt refining requirenents,
and to explore current vehicles for adapting to platform
requi renents and potential technology insertion. Ni ne
contractors accepted the challenge and fielded thirty-five
different systens. O these, only three manufacturers
subm tted tracked systens; and only United Defense, which
fielded nine variants of the ML13 personnel carrier and the
MB arnored guns system a light tank system that the Arny
had qgnceled on the eve of production, was an Anmerican
firm

Fol | ow ng up on t he Decenber and January
denonstrations, the Army's Source Selection Evaluation
Board held a thirty-day series of events to grade the
performance and endurance of the thirty-five vehicles.
During June 2000, the board operated seven days a week with
two ten-hour shifts daily and ran the vehicles through
various tests. Col onel (P) Donald F. Shenk, the IAV
Program Manager at the Tank and Autonotive and Arnmanment
Command, Dearborn, M chigan, explained the need for
wheel ed or tracked vehicles wth cross-country speed,
mobility, and rmaneuverability. Basically, the Arny
outlined the object of finding a famly of vehicles that
was air transportable, was capable of imed ate enpl oynent
upon arrival in the theater of operations, and had the

®lbid., p. 74; "Army Asks Congress to Drop Demand
for Conparative |IBCT Evaluation,” Inside the Arny, 29 Cct

01, pp. 1, 11, Doc I11-40; Information Paper, subj: [|AV,
2002, Doc I11-41; 1AV ORD (Extract), 6 Apr 00, Doc III-
41a.

42000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 74-75.
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greatest degree of commonality possible. Ot her desired
characteristics included [|ow sustainnment costs, fue

econony, and maintainability. As of August 2000, the |IAV
sel ection process centered on the infantry carrier vehicle
with eight configurations and two variants, the nobile gun
system and the self-propelled 155-nmm how tzer, and had a
goal of <choosing the vehicle or platfornms as the Arny
called them sometime in the sumer or fall of 2000.*

“I'bid., pp. 75-76; Fact Sheet, subj: Brigade Combat
Team 5 Mar 02, Doc Ill-41laa; "Interim Arnored Vehicle
Testing Begins,” Arny News Service, 8 Jun 00, Doc I11I-
4laaa.
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Sel ecting an | AV generated a controversy. As early as
Oct ober 1999, General Shinseki expressed his interest in a
wheel ed vehicle as a possible solution. This pronpted the
Arimy to discard tradition by giving wheeled vehicles nore
attention than it had done for years and to counter the
cultural bias that had caused them to receive little
attention. This aggravated the proponents of tracked
vehi cl es because they feared that wheel ed vehicles would be
favored in | AV conpetition at Aberdeen Proving G ound.
Al so, advocates of tracked vehicles decried the possibility
of adopting a wheel ed vehicle because the latter had |ess
cross-country capabilities. Proponents  of wheel ed
vehicles, in the neantinme, pointed out that they were
sinpler to maintain and were nore reliable, while the
supporters of track vehicles added that such a conparison
was unfair because track vehicles were driven on nuch nore
difficult terrain and that the Arny would be foolish to go
with wheeled vehicles for their speed when they were
vul nerable to getting stuck in nmud, rocks, and other
terrain over which tracks would glide. Reflecting a
moder at e position, Lieutenant Col onel Dana Pittard of the
3rd Brigade, 2nd Infantry Division that was converting to
the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team organi zation at Fort Lew s
espoused adopting the best vehicle. It did not nmatter to
hi m whet her it ran on wheels or tracks. As the argunents
i ndi cated, each type of vehicle had its own nmerits and
liabilities. For exanple, initial testing denonstrated the
wheel ed vehicle's ability to travel faster on the road and
the track vehicle's cross-country superiority and failed to
determne a clear wnner, according to Colonel Shenk.
Adopting either one neant tradeoffs. The wheel ed vehicle
sacrificed <cross-country nobility for speed, and the
tracked vehicle forewent speed for cross-country nobility.*®

After assessing the various | AV candi dates, the Arny
made its decision. On 17 Novenmber 2000 it announced
awarding the |AV contract to GM General Dynam cs Land
Systens that built Iight arnored vehicles for the U S
Marine Corps, the Canadian forces, the Saudi Arabian
mlitary, and the Australian arny. The conmpany woul d
manuf acture its Light Arnored Vehicle (LAV I11) as the AV
in two variants, the infantry carrier vehicle and the
nmobil e gun system Both would be wheeled. LAV IIl offered
commonal ity by wusing a single chassis for all ten

82000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 76-77.
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configurations, would enable units to take fewer spare
parts, and woul d reduce the |ogistical burden. Moreover,
LAV 1Il could nove at sixty mles per hour and travel in
convoys at forty mles per hour and would provide the
Interim Brigade Conbat Team with tactical speed on the
battl efield. O her benefits included strategic mobility via
a C-130 and |ow sustainment costs and quiet operation,
whi ch would pernit soldiers to nove stealthily in battle.®
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The deci si on surprised sonme tracked vehicle
manuf acturers and caused a vigorous response. Bel i evi ng
that they had been overl ooked, they countered that their
proposals were significantly stronger than the w nner on
several key points. Specifically, United Defense, the
producer of the Mobile Tactical Vehicle Light and the M
Armored Gun System observed that its proposal was |ess
expensive, that it met the Arny's requirenents, and that it
could be delivered earlier than the LAV I11. Al ong the
sane lines the president and chief executive of Vision
Technol ogi es Kinetics insisted that his conpany's tracked
vehicle performed better than the LAV IIlIl in the
conpetition. >

Late in Novenmber 2000, the Director of the Arny's
Acqui sition Corps, Lieutenant General Paul J. Kern,
reflected upon the decision to obtain the LAV IIl in light
of the debate about the choice of vehicles.> After
acknow edgi ng that "wheels cannot outperformtracks in al
situations,” he explained, "This is an off-the-shelf
procurenment today of what we see is the best capability for

*lbid., pp. 77-78.
I pid., p. 78.
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mobility with wheel ed vehicles."® The LAV Il was a solid
choice "if you go very quickly across, not necessarily
hi ghways, but inproved roads, and [it] gives us a very good
cross-country nobility as well,"”™ according to General
Kern. >3

®2*Kern Says Vehicle Award Does Not Settle Debate
Over \Wheels and Tracks," Inside the Arnmy, 20 Nov 00, p.
6, Doc II11-47, 2000 USAFACFS ACH.

*%| bi d.
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In Decenmber 2000 United Defense LP, one of the
contractors that had bid for the 1AV, filed a form
protest against the contract awarded to GM Defense and
General Dynamics Land Systens by insisting that the Arny
had failed to adhere to its published criteria for
eval uating the proposed I AV. United Defense contended that
the tests enphasi zed the benefits of wheeled vehicles and
downpl ayed the strengths of track vehicles. |In conparison,
t he request for pur chase, t he oper ati onal and
organi zational plan, and the operational requirenents
document provided opportunities for both wheeled and
tracked vehicles. This created a disconnect between the
eval uation scenarios and the performance requirenment
docunents. Additionally, United Defense protested that the
Army utilized an extended road march to justify its choice
and that the road march was never part of the performance
criteri a. The request for purchase docunent described a
terrain profile for the 1AV that featured fifty percent
cross-country travel, thirty percent on secondary road, and
twenty percent on prinmary road. Despite these and ot her
test failings and the fact that the protest forced
devel opnental work to stop, the Arny expressed confidence
with its selection of a wheeled vehicle by GV Defense and
General Dynam cs Lands Systens. It would hold up under
scrutiny.* Four nonths later on 9 April 2001, the General
Accounting Office denied United Defense's protest after
reviewing it, permtting the Arny to restart the |AV
program by purchasing I AVs for six Interim Brigade Conbat
Teams as well as the institutional Army for training
pur poses. As Ceneral Shinseki pointed out in July 2001,
the Arny hoped to have its first 1AVs in m d-2002 and to
complete fielding themin 2005 and subsequently in February
2002 naned the vehicle Stryker after two Medal of Honor
w nners, Private First Class Stuart S. Stryker, who had
served World War |1, and Specialist Robert F. Stryker, who
had served in Vietnam *°

*42000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 78-79.

*News Briefing, subj: IBCT and | AVs, 17 May 01, Doc
[11-42; "Army Statement On GAO Interim Arnored Vehicle
Protest Recommendation,” U S. Arny News Rel ease, 9 Apr
01, Doc I11-43; "Arny Selects GMto Make Interim Arnored
Vehicle,"” Arny Link News, 20 Nov 00, Doc II1-44; "Arny
Orients InterimForce Toward Pacific RRmto Achieve
Bal ance,” Inside the Arny, 16 Jul 01, pp. 1, 11, Doc III-
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G ven the controversy over the selection process,
Congress inserted a provision in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2001
Def ense Authorization Act mandating a live conpetition
between the IAV 11l and the ML13A3 Arnored Personnel
Carrier to ensure that the costly procurenent was really
necessary. The Arny opposed the nmeasure. The test would
detract from readiness and would slow down the
transformati on process because it would cost the service
addi ti onal money and because the service would be
prohi bited from spendi ng any noney on fielding the third
Initial Brigade Conmbat Teamwith LAV IIl. 1In light of the
terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in New York
City and the Pentagon on 11 Septenber 2001, the conpetition
woul d be even nore deleterious to national security.
Readi ness had to be expedited. Notwi thstanding this, the

Congress still planned conducting the live conpetition
sonetime in 2002 but outlined a caveat in the authorization
act . If the Arny could provide tinely and satisfactory
44a; |Information Paper, subj: 1AV, 2001, Doc Il1l-; US.

Army News Rel ease, "Arny Announced Nane for Interim
Arnmored Vehicle," 27 Feb 02, Doc I11-45.
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information that Congress required w thout conducting a
live conpetition, then the test m ght not be necessary,
according to the Under Secretary of the Arny, Les
Br ownl ee. *°

" Arnmy Asks Congress to Drop Demand for Conparative
| BCT Evalualtion,” Inside the Arny, 29 Cct 01, pp. 1, 11;
"Senate Arnmed Services Conmttee Confirms New Arny Under
Secretary,"” Inside the Arny, 12 Nov 01, pp. 1, 14, Doc
I11-46; U. S. Arny News Rel ease, "Arny Announces Nanme for
InterimArnored Vehicle,"” 27 Feb 02, Doc II1-47.
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Letters witten to Senators Joseph Lieberman of
Connecticut and Rick Santorum of Pennsyl vania by Secretary
of the Army, Thomas White, in Novenber 2001 caused Congress
to change its mnd. Basically, Secretary Wiite wote that
the test would be costly, that it would distract the Arny
during a critical time, and that it would not generate any
new data. In response to this line of reasoning, Congress
dropped the mandate to conduct conparison testing of the
LAV |1l and ML13 in FY 2002 Defense Appropriation Act.>

Meanwhi | e, work on the FCS for the Objective Force
nmoved forward. To field the FCS the Arny and Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) |aunched a
col | aborative effort beginning in May 2000 to define and
denonstrate future conbat systens. As outlined in 2000,
the FCS woul d supplant the 1 AV as the prinmary weapon/troop
carrying platformfor the Qbjective Force. The centerpiece
of the Objective Force, FCS would be a famly of vehicles
and would have four primary functions -- indirect fire,
direct fire, infantry carrier, and sensor -- and would
therefore be a system of  battlefield capabilities.
Additionally, the FCS would be a replacenent for the
seventy-ton Abrans tank, would have the same lethality and
crew survivability as the Abranms tank, would be fifty tons
lighter, and would be critical to creating the objective
force that was expected to be forned beginning in 2008-
2012. Utimtely, FCS would make heavy forces lighter,
woul d make lighter forces nore lethal, would reduce the
| ogi stical demands, would function in the operational
environnment of the future, would enable the Objective

> Congress G ves Pentagon Option to Waive | AV
Testing Requirenent,” Inside the Arny, 17 Dec 01, pp. 1,
10, Doc I11-48.
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Force's Units of Action to dom nate ground conbat across
the entire spectrum of operations, and would enhance their
ability to conduct decisive tactical maneuver.®

82000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 79; M ssion Need Statenent
for FCS, 2 Nov 01, Doc 111-49; "DARPA and Arny Sel ect
Contractors for Future Combat Systens Program " Office of
t he Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), 9
May 00, Doc I111-50; Briefing (Extract), subj: FCS
| ndustry Day, 9 Nov 01, Doc I11-51.
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Al t hough the FCS remained in the conceptual exploration
phase of developnent in 2001 as it had been in 2000, the
Army worked out nore details concerning the program in
cooperation with industry.® 1In the Mssion Needs Statenent
of Novenber 2001, the Arny wote, "The FCS is the networked

systens of systens that will serve as the core building
block within all maneuver . . . echelons to develop
over mat chi ng conmbat power, sustainability, agility, and
versatility necessary for full spectrum mlitary

operations."® The FCS would revolve around a famly of
pl atforns of advanced, networked space-, air-, and ground-
based maneuver, maneuver support, and sustai nnent systens
t hat woul d include manned and unmanned platfornms with the
| argest being lighter than current nechani zed systens, even
t hough functional and tactical requirenments would be
achi eved by a single vehicle system or platform As the
Arny expl ained in Cctober 2001, the platforns could even be
powered by hybrid-electric engines. Elaborating further,

*Poi nt Paper, subj: Future Combat System 18 My 01,
Doc 111-52; "Army Unveils Next Phase of Future Conbat
Systens Program " Inside the Arny, 12 Nov 01, pp. 1, 10.

M ssi on Need Statement, FCS, 2 Nov 01.
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General Dynam cs Land Systens noted that hybrid-electric
engines would increase fuel efficiency, wuld permt
provi di ng each wheel with an engine, would elimnate the
need for a drive train, and would increase the amount of
space available in the vehicle.®

®I"GDLS Officials Tout Possible Future Conmbat System
Chassis," Inside the Arny, 22 Cct 01, pp. 11, 12, Doc
I11-53; Briefing, subj: Future Conbat Systens:
Manuf acturi ng Readi ness, 27 Nov 01, Doc I11-54; M ssion
Need Statenent, FCS (Extract), 2 Nov 01; Information
Paper, subj: Future Conbat Systens/Future Conmbat System
2001, p. 1, Doc I11-55; Information Paper, subj: FCS, 4
Feb 02, Doc I11-56; Briefing (Extract), subj: FCS
Conpetition for Lead System Integrator, 9 Nov 01, Doc
I11-57; Briefing, subj: Building An Arny. . .FCS as Part
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Arny Experinmentation Canpaign Pl an

of the Objective Force, 9 Nov 01, Doc I11-58; Briefing,
subj: Objective Force, 17 Oct 00; Statenment of Required
Capabilities, FCS, 2 Nov 01, Doc I11-59.
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At a Pentagon presentation in md-1998, the Conmandi ng
General of the US. Arny Training and Doctrine Comrand
( TRADQOC) , Gener al Wlliam W Hartzog, unveil ed the
bl ueprint of the future Arny. Besides announcing the Arny
XXl heavy/ mechani zed di vi sion structure upon which the 4th
Infantry Division at Fort Hood, Texas, would be organized,
equi pped, and tested in a few years, Ceneral Hartzog said
that the Arny had devel oped a three-axis experinmental plan
to carry it beyond Arny XXI to the Arny After Next of 2025

The light axis would center on the devel opnent of new
equi prrent and force structure for light contingency forces.

The strike axis would concentrate on experinentation to
devel op a highly depl oyable brigade-size force to bridge
the lethality and survivability gap between early entry and
canpaign forces, and finally the nechanized axis would
focus on fielding the first digitized division in 2000 and
the first digitized corps in 2004.% O the three efforts,
the strike axis ended in 1999 with the enmergence of the
Transformation of the Arny program under the Chief of Staff
of the Arnmy, General Eric K. Shinseki.®

Basically, the Army Experinmentation Canpaign Plan
served as the fundanental tool for adapting the Arny to the
chal | enges of nodern warfare and rested upon a key concept.

The plan would pernit the Arny to identify and incorporate
the nost prom sing enhancenents to inprove its warfighting
capabilities and strategic responsiveness.®

®22000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), p. 82.

©31999 USAFACFS ACH, p. 76.

®Statement by LTG Randall L. Rigby, Deputy
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Commandi ng General (Futures), TRADOC, before the Energing
Threats and Capabilities Subconmm ttee, Arned Services
Comm ttee, US Senate, Second Session, 106th Congress, 20
Cct 99, p. 5, Doc I11-61; hereafter called Rigby

St at enent .
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Joi nt Cont i ngency Force Advanced War fi ghting
Experiment. Understanding that the Division Advanced
War fi ghting Experinent (DAWE) of 1997 concentrated on the
heavy nmechani zed division axis, the Arny knew that it had
to nodernize its light forces for contingency operations
given the world situation. In view of this critical need,
the Arnmy decided in 1998 to look at its light units with
the goal of digitizing them and conducting a Joint
Conti ngency Force Advanced Warfighting Experinment (JCF AVE)
in Septenber 2000 at the Joint Readiness Training Center
(JRTC), Fort Polk, Louisiana, with the Air Force and the
Marine Corps. The Joint Contingency AW woul d exam ne ways
to l|leverage information technologies, to inprove the
warfighting capabilities of the light contingency forces to
execute operations in urban and restrictive terrain, to
verify which systens would increase the lethality and
survivability of joint contingency forces in an early-entry
environnent, and to keep the United States forces the
domi nant military |and power.®

Al though it wuld be sonme tine before the final
anal ysis would be conpleted, sonme clear insights energed
from the Septenber 2000 JCF AWE conducted by the 1st
Bri gade, 10th Mountain Division. First, the experinment
reaffirmed the power of shared situational awareness on the

battl efield. Second, shared situational awareness was
dependent upon well-led and well-trained soldiers. Third,
proficiency in digital skills was critical and was no
| onger an adjunct to other skills. Fourth, the synergy

produced by the Arny Tactical Command and Control System of
whi ch the Advanced Field Artillery Tactical System was a
part was powerful. As the Deputy Chief of Staff for Conbat
Devel opnments at TRADOC noted in October 2000, the digitized
force denonstrated the ability to collect and exploit
digital information and achi eved consi derabl e i nprovenents
over a non-digital force.®

%2000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 82-83.
%2000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 85; TRADOC Conbat
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Devel opments Newsletter, Oct 00, p. 1, Doc I11-63; Joint
Venture, HQ TRADOC, "JCF AWE," unpagi nated, Doc II1-64.
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In 2001 JCF AVE participants, Lieutenant Col onel Vance

J. Nannini, conmmnder of the 3rd Battalion, 6th Field
Artillery, 10th Mountain Division, and Col onel Arthur M
Bartell, commander of the 10th Muntain Division artillery,
focused their coments on the successes of fire support
during the test. Al t hough digitized command and contro

systens denonstrated the ability to establish a clear
tacti cal picture across the task force, furni shed

unprecedent ed situational awareness, and hel ped accurately
visualize the battlefield to i nprove conbi ned arns warfare,
they noted that the digitized towed howitzer was al so great
success story. A digitized towed gun had qui cker response
times than its non-digital counterpart because it had
aut omat ed on-board positioning, aimng, and comruni cations
capabilities conmparable to those on the Paladin and did not
depend upon manual conput ations. ®’ Di vi si on
Capstone Exercises. The nechanized axis of the Arny
Experimentation Canpaign Plan centered on the first
digitized division and corps -- the 4th Infantry Division
and I'l'l Arnored Corps. Upon the conpletion of the Division
Advanced Warfighting Exercise of Novenber 1997 that tested
conceptual digitized enhancenents to the heavy division
the Chief of Staff of the Arny, Dennis J. Reiner, mandated
a proof-of-concept denonstration to be conducted around
2001 to affirm the progress of key enhancenents to the
division. In response to the Chief of Staff's tasking, the
u. S. Arrmy  Training and Doctrine Conmand ( TRADOC)

®LTC Vance J. Nannini and COL Arthur M Bartell,
"Li ght Force Moderni zation," Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 01,
pp. 42-45, Doc 111-62.
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establi shed the Division Capstone Exercise (DCX) to serve
as the capstone event for the 4th Infantry Division. | t
woul d not be a denonstration or a test to be passed or
failed.®

%2000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 89-90.
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Late in 2001, tentative |essons |earn began energing
from the two-phase division capstone exercise. Follow ng
t he two-week, non-stop operations at the NTCin April 2001,
of ficers and soldiers discussed their ability to operate
with initiative and to adapt quickly to changing conditions
t hr oughout harsh weather conditions. According to NTC
officials, advanced digital technology in the form of the
tactical Internet made such operations possible. "Battles
during the DCX denonstrated that Arny Battle Conmand
Systens, commonly referred to as digital information
systens or ABCS, were able to enmpower soldiers to 'nove
nore quickly over the extended battlespace,'" explained
Bri gadi er General Janmes D. Thurman, the Commander of the
NTC.® He added, "The Division Capstone Exercise clearly
denonstrated what well-trained and conpetent |eaders can do
when they | everage information and use it as an el ement of

combat power." " The Commander of the 4th Infantry
Division, Major General Ben Giffin, reached the sanme
concl usi on. "The DCX provided us wth a continuous

operation in a tactical environment to challenge our
communi cati on systens, our digital systenms, and our war-
fighting systens, against a very, very conpetent OPFOR

[opposing force]," he noted.” Even before the two-week
exerci se had ended, the Chief of Staff of the Arny, General
Eric K. Shinseki, pointed out, "This was a great

denonstration of the warfighting capability our Legacy
Force to fight and win decisively."’” Such a performnce
val idated the transformation of the 4th Infantry Division
into a digital conmbat force and its ability to contribute
to the Il Arnored Corps's |and canpai gn counteroffensive
capability. Yet, DCX officials conceded that it would be
sone time before they could fully analyze the data
collected from the April 2001 exercise as well as the

®"4th I D Shows Info Superiority at DCX, " ArnyLink
News, 17 Apr 01, Doc II1-65.

) bi d.

™ Army Denonstrates |Information Superiority at DCX, "
TRADOC News Service, 16 Apr 01, Doc II1l-66.

“DCX ' A Great Denonstration of Warfighting
Capability' Says Shinseki," TRADOC PAO, undated, Doc I11-
67.
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Oct ober 2001 exercise at Fort Hood, Texas, that was a

command and control sinulation using the Battle Command

Training Program to exercise brigade and division command
posts.

Al t hough concrete | essons | earned fromDCX | and Il had

not yet emerged at the end of 2001, the Field Artillery

School nade key but tentative observations. First, through

" 4th I D Shows Info Superiority at DCX," ArnyLink
News, 17 Apr 01; "Arny Denonstrates |Information
Superiority at DCX," TRADOC News Service, 16 Apr 01;
"First Digitized Division to be Chall enged at NTC

Exercise," ArnyLink News, 19 Mar 01, Doc II1-68;
"Di vision Capstone Exercise I1," TRADOC Public Affairs
O fice, undated, Doc I11-69; Email msg, subj: DCX, 11 Mar

02, Doc II1-70.
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effective planning conmanders could limt collateral damage
and non-conbat ant casualties even in built-up areas without
sacrificing the m ssion. Second, AFATDS denonstrated that
it worked well with other Armmy Battl e Conmand System ( ABCS)
systens. Last, the DCX would supply lessons for the
Obj ecti ve Force bei ng desi gned as part of t he
Transformation of the Arny. "™

Field Artillery and Cl ose Support

“I'nterview, Dastrup with LTC Richard C. Longo, TF
XX, 25 Feb 02, Doc II1-71; Fact Sheet with Atch, subj:
Executive Summary for DCX Il Initial Insights Menorandum
21 Nov 01, Doc Ill-71a; Email nsg, subj: DCX, 11 Mar 02.
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In 2001 debate over of the Field Artillery's failure to
provi de responsive and effective close support to the
maneuver forces at the conmbat training centers continued.
Al t hough the Chief of Field Artillery and Commandant of the
Field Artillery School , Maj or Toney Stricklin,
categorically rejected in 1999, 2000, and 2001 that the
Field Artillery failed to provide responsive cl ose support,
an article in Arnmy in April 2001 severely argued to the
contrary.” From the perspective of the author of the
article, the Field Artillery concentrated upon fighting its
own battle with little regard for the maneuver forces.
This stemmed from the enmergence of AirLand Battle in the
1970s and 1980s with its enphasis upon the deep battle and
attacking high-payoff targets to disrupt, slow, and wear
down the eneny before it could overwhel mthe defense with

superior nunbers. For whatever reason, the author
expl ained, this practice carried over to the close battle
and cl ose support. Rat her than supporting the maneuver

conmander's schenme with classical fire support where the
fire support officer attacked targets designated by the
maneuver commander, the Field Artillery provided parallel
fire support by engaging its own target priorities that
were often independent of the naneuver commander's w shes
and requirenents. ’®

MG Toney Stricklin, "Field Artillery: Relevant,

Trained and Ready . . . Two years Later," Field
Artillery, Jul-Aug 01, pp. 1-6, Doc I11-72.

LTC Robert R. Leonhard, "Classical Fire Support vs.
Parallel Fires," Arny, Apr 01, pp. 47-50, Doc I11-73.
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After acknow edging the difficulty of furnishing
effective close support, GCeneral Stricklin in response
pointed out that field artillerymen, maneuver conmanders,
and the Arny staff shared fixing this fire support issue.
As training exanples fromthe National Training Center at
Fort Irwin, California, suggested, close fires |acked
responsi veness. However, this stemmed from old delivery
systenms and inadequate target engagenment systens. While
the towed ML19 105-mm howi tzer had technical problens, the
sel f-propell ed Paladin 155-mm how tzer and the towed ML98
155-mm howitzer were cunbersone, |abor intensive, and
unable to support fast-nmoving maneuver forces. Al so,
existing target acquisition systenms restricted |ocating
targets accurately, positioning observers in the correct
| ocation to observe targets and adjust fires, and providing
digital and voice communications.’” The Army's decision in
1996 to downsize the field artillery battalion fromtwenty-
four to eighteen howitzers reflected the wllingness to
accept a short-term risk and exacerbated the problem of
provi ding effective close support. However, the decision
was made, pending the fielding of new weapon systens, the
Crusader self-propelled 155-mm how tzer, the enhanced
Mul ti pl e-Launch  Rocket System M270A1 | auncher, and
preci sion munitions. Fundi ng reductions unfortunately
forced the next-generation, Crusader to be slipped from
Fiscal Year (FY) 2005 to FY 2008 with fewer systens being
fielded and caused the Sense-and-Destroy Arnor Minition
(SADARM) and M.RS Smart Tactical Rocket (MSTAR) to be
t er m nat ed. '®

To i nprove close support General Stricklin presented
ei ght sol uti ons. First, training had to be realistic.
Cbservers required better training with t he
ground/ vehi cul ar |aser |ocator designator (GVLLD), the
Hel I fire ground support system and mni eye-safe |aser
infrared observation set to ensure that they could deliver
eight-digit grid accuracy when needed. Renmarkably, about
seventy-five percent of the close support fires at the NTC

Stricklin, "Field Artillery," pp. 2-3; Stricklin
and COL (Ret) Sammy Cof fman, "Making Close Supporting
Fires Happen," Arny, Aug 01, pp. 33-38, Doc II1l-74.

BStricklin, "Field Artillery," pp. 2-4; Stricklin
and Cof fman, "Making Cl ose Supporting Fires Happen," pp.
33-38.
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wer e unobserved. If this practice continued, observers
woul d remai n untrained in providing observed cl ose support.
They had to learn to nake calls for fire and initiate fire
on a target. Second, units had to have flexibility at the
conbat training centers to organize as they would fight.
Third, the Arny and Field Artillery required a nore
streanmined and flexible digital fire support structure to
reduce the intervention points between the sensor and
shooter. Fourth, the Field Artillery had to inprove its
ability to locate targets. Fifth, effects replication at
the conmbat training centers had to portray the inpact of
fires better. Sixth, the nmaneuver brigade had to set the
priorities for the direct support battalion. Seventh, the
Arnmy needed better sinulations. Ei ghth, doctrine had to
decentralize fires down to the field artillery battalion to
i mprove close support. Concluding, General Stricklin said
t hat these solutions would inprove close support and make
it nore responsive to the maneuver commander's requirenents
but that they needed to be supported by the entire conbi ned
arny team °
| ntegrated Munitions Strategy Anal ysis

“Stricklin, "Field Artillery," pp. 4-6.
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In m d-Decenber 2001 the U S. Arny Field Artillery
School initiated the Integrated Miunitions Strategy
Analysis to determ ne what nunitions to fund and the
desirabl e | evel of funding with the objective of conpleting
the analysis by March 2002. The analysis centered around
conducting performance and operational tests on eleven
munitions. While some nmunitions were already in the Field
Artillery's inventory, others were under devel opnent.

EQUI PMENT

XMB92 Excal i bur Extended Range Gui ded Projectile
Determined to increase the range of its cannon
artillery wthout sacrificing accuracy, the US. Arny
explored the need to adopt the XMB92 Excalibur Extended
Range Guided Projectile. As outlined in 1995, Excali bur
would be a fire-and-forget projectile with a d obal
Positioning System (GPS) receiver and inertial neasurenent
unit guidance package that would allow the projectile to
fly extended ranges (fifty kilonmeters) to shape the close
battle and to inprove survivability and would be able it to
hit within six neters of the target. The projectile's
nmodul ar design would permt carrying the Dual-Purposed
| npr oved Conventional Minition (DPICM for area targets,
the Search-and-Destroy Arnor Muni ti on ( SADARM for
counterfire against self-propelled artillery or arnor, or
the Unitary nmunition for precision targets -- soft or hard.
Utimately, Excalibur would furnish the Field Artillery

®lnterview, Dastrup with Thomas L. Hills, Analytics
Branch, FDIC, 27 Feb 02, Doc I11-75; Briefing, subj:
| ntegrated Munitions Strategy Analysis |In-process Review,
15 Feb 02, Doc 111-76.
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with inproved fire support, would be conpatible with al
digitized 155-mm howitzers, such as the Paladin self-
propel |l ed how tzer, the Lightweight 155-nmm towed how tzer
under devel opnent, and the Crusader 155-mm self-propelled
how t zer under devel opment; would reduce fratricide; and
woul d be fielded in Fiscal Year (FY) 2006 with DPICM in FY
2007 with SADARM and in FY 2010 with Unitary.®

812000 U.S. Arnmy Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 94-95; Scott
R. CGourl ey, "XwMB92 Excalibur Warhead," Arny, Nov 01, pp.
56-57, Doc 111-77; Information Paper, subj: Excalibur
155nm Pr eci si on- Gui ded Extended Range Artillery
Projectile Famly, 2001, Doc I11-78.
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Several years into devel opnent, critical issues altered

the direction of the Excalibur program Because of
insufficient funding and the term nation of the SADARM
program the Arny decided early in 2000 to Ilimt

Excalibur's initial devel opnment to DPICM However, the
fear of duds and col |l ateral damage, the need for precision,
and the Transformation of the Arny process, especially the
creation of the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team caused anot her
shift in priorities. I n Decenmber 2000 the Conmandant of
the US. Arny Field Artillery School, Mjor CGeneral Toney
Stricklin, signed a school decision paper to swtch
Excalibur's initial developnent to the Unitary munition.
Concurring with General Stricklin's decision, the Program
Manager for Excalibur subsequently deferred work on the
DPI CM war head begi nning in January 2001 because it caused
collateral damage by scattering sonetines unexploded
bonbl ets upon base ejection and made the Unitary the
primary warhead because it had a low collateral damage
ef fect. This caused Unitary warhead to beconme nore
i mportant after being a low priority for years.®

In the neantinme, another devel opnent influenced the
Excal i bur program In 1999 Congress started pulling noney
from the Excalibur program to fund the Trajectory
Correctable Minition (TCM, a howitzer-launched 155-mm
artillery projectile being devel oped by Bofors Defense of

Sweden. Using the dobal Positioning System and an
i nertial neasurenment unit, the Bofors TCM would carry three
di fferent warheads, including Unitary, would provide a

significant increase in accuracy wth first-round hit
capabilities, and would extend the Field Artillery's
digitized cannon range from twenty-seven to thirty-five
kilometers with the XMr77 155-mm towed how tzer under
devel opnent and MLO9A6 sel f-propelled 155-nmm how tzer and
fifty plus kilometers wth the Crusader. Equal | y

822000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 95; Emmil nsg, subj: None, 12
Mar 02, Doc I11-79; Gourley, "XMB92 Excali bur Warhead,"
pp. 56-57; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Danny J. Sprengle,
TSM Cannon, 6 Feb 02, Doc [11-80; Interview, Dastrup wth
Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM Cannon, 4 Feb 02, Doc I11-81;
Army RDT and E Budget Item Justification, Artillery
Muni tions EVMD, Jun 01, Doc I11-82; Information Paper,
subj: Excalibur and Trajectory Correctable Minitions
(TCM Program Merger, 21 Nov 01, Doc I11-83; Email nsg
with atch, subj: Excalibur, 20 Feb 02, Doc II1-84.
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i nportant, TCM would significantly inprove warfighting
capability and would give the Arny and the Field Artillery
a second | ong-range, precision-guided munition.®

8| nformati on Paper, subj: TCM 5 Feb 02, Doc |11 -85;
Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Danny J. Sprengle, TSM
Cannon, 6 Feb 02; Information Paper, subj: Excalibur and
TCM Program Merger, 21 Nov 01; Email nsg, subj:
Excal i bur, 7 Feb 02; Email nsg with atch, subj:
Excal i bur, 20 Feb 02.
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Rayt heon's technical problems wth the Excali bur
airframe or projectile and the inability to afford both TCM
and Excalibur soon forced the Arnmy to explore various
devel opnental options with the programs. First, the Arny
could drop the TCM program and fund Excalibur, but this was
a high-risk solution because Excalibur's airframe was
untested whereas TCM had been tested and had already
denonstrated reliability. Second, the Arny could drop
Excal i bur and fund TCM This alternative neant abandoni ng
a contract with an American conpany, which would be
politically troublesone. Third, the Arnmy could nmerge the
prograns and take the best from each. After serious
consideration the Arnmy decided in Novenber 2001 to nerge
the two developnental prograns that had essentially
parall el ed each other. A merger would deliver a |lowrisk
program that would take advantage of the conplenentary
strengths of each program Bofors, which would be the
subcontractor, had years of experience with projectile
desi gn, while Raytheon, which becane the prinme contractor,
possessed extensive experience with guidance electronics
and software devel opnent.® As the Program Executive
Oficer for Gound Conbat and Support Systenms, Major
CGeneral Joseph L. Yakovac, Jr., wote on 21 Novenber 2001,
"It is in the best interests of the Arny to nerge these two
prograns. 88 The merger, however, was not free.

I nterview, Dastrup with Sprengle, 6 Feb 02;
I nterview, Dastrup with Brown, 4 Feb 02; Information
Paper, subj: Excalibur and TCM Program Merger, 21 Nov 01;
| nformati on Paper, subj: TCM 5 Feb 02; Email nmsg with
atch, subj: Excalibur, 20 Feb 02.

®Menorandum for Arny Acquisition Executive, subj:
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Before the nerger, Excalibur had unfunded requirenents; and
the merger added nore unfunded requirenents. ®
Sense- and- Destroy- Arnor Munition

Mer ger of Excalibur XMB92 and Traj ectory Correctable
Muni ti ons Prograns, 21 Nov 01, Doc I|11-85a.

®Emmi |l msg with atch, subj: Excalibur, 20 Feb 02.
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After years of developnental work and tests on the
Sense-and-Destroy Arnor Minition (SADARM), the Arny
conducted a SADARM Limited User's Test in 2000.% During
the Limted User's Test, MLO9A6 155-nmm Howitzers (Pal adin)
from the 21-17th Field Artillery of Fort Sill, Oklahoms,
operated in accordance with doctrine and tactics prescribed
by the Field Artillery School. The unit fired four SADARM
nm ssions of twenty-four rounds each agai nst sophisticated
eneny arnored vehicles under tough tactical conditions
replicating a Southwest Asia scenario at Yuma Proving
Ground, Arizona, from Il April to 2 May 2000. The fired
SADARM subruni tions scanned for the target area from one
hundred plus nmeters above the target site, detected
targets, and fired explosively fornmed penetrators at high
velocity to the hit the tops of the heavily arnored
vehi cl es. As explained by participants of the test,
SADARM s performance exceeded expectations. However, the
Arny and Congress failed to provide SADARM procurenent and
product funding for Fiscal Year (FY) 2001. This action
term nated SADARM production and jeopardized future
production for possible applications in the Excalibur
projectile and Ml tipl e-Launch Rocket System Smart Tacti cal
Rocket ( MSTAR). Even so, the Field Artillery School
continued to seek funding for SADARM fi el di ng. ®

Fundi ng never canme because the Arny saw two other
conparable munitions that could replace SADARM and could
fill the requirement for a sensor-fuse precision nmunition.

In 2001 the Arny noted that the German Smart 155 was in
production and was reliable and that the Bonus 155-mm
muni ti on devel oped by Bofors of Sweden for the Swedi sh and
French armes was also in production and reliable.

872000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 95-100.

%] bid., pp. 100-01.
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However, Bonus |acked nmulti-sensor capabilities |ike the
Smart 155 and SADARM and had only infrared capabilities.
Notwi t hstanding the need for a sensor-fuse precision
munition, the Arnmy did not make a deci sion about acquiring
either the Smart 155 or the Bonus in 2001. %

Crusader Self-Propelled 155-mm How tzer

¥l nterview, Dastrup with Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM
Cannon, 4 Feb 02, Doc I11-86.
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Initially part of an anbitious acquisition programin
the m d-1980s ai ned at reduci ng procurenent and sustai nnent
costs by introducing a famly of armored vehicles nounted
on a conmon chassis, the Crusader, a self-propelled 155-mm

how t zer, and Its resupply vehicl e prom sed to
revol utionize cannon field artillery and to serve as the
next - generati on self-propelled howtzer. Even though

studi es conducted late in the 1970s and early in the 1980s
had al ready recogni zed the need for Crusader, the U S. Arny
Field Artillery School (USAFAS) revalidated the requirenent
for the howitzer and its resupply vehicle once again in the
1990s. According to TRADOC System Manager (TSM Cannon in
USAFAS, the system would give the Arny a dynamc
war fighting capability. The MLO9A2/ A3 sel f-propelled 155-
mm howitzer and its successor, the ML09A6 Pal adin self-

propelled 155-mm how tzer, |acked sufficient nobility,
survivability, lethality, and effectiveness for conmbat in
the twenty-first century. In all areas of concern, the

Crusader significantly exceeded the capabilities of the
other two howitzers and pronised to be the prem er cannon
systemin the world upon being fielded in 2005 to provide
the land force with the ability to win Anmerica' s wars
decisively for the next fifteen to twenty years.®

I n 1999- 2001 the Crusader program underwent significant
changes. After becom ng Chief of Staff of the Arny in the
sumrer of 1999, General Eric K. Shinseki officially
announced on 12 Cctober 1999 his objective to make the Arny
a nore strategically responsive force. To do this he
pl anned to develop a force that woul d be depl oyable, agile,
versatile, lethal, survivable, sustainable, and dom nant at
every point along the spectrum of operations and
concurrently established the goal of deploying a conbat-
capabl e bri gade anywhere in the world within 96 hours after
liftoff, a division on the ground in 120 hours, and 5
di visions within 30 days.®

As mght be expected, the drive to create a nore
strategically deployable force raised critical inplications
with the existing Crusader program late in 1999.
Consi dered to be too heavy by many officers and civilians
within the Arnmy for the medi um wei ght forces envisioned by

%2000 U.S. Army Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill
(USAFACFS) Annual Conmmand History (ACH), p. 101.

N pid., p. 102.
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General Shinseki, the Arny contenplated term nating the
Crusader to save money for the new nmedium brigade and
suitable systens. Hard work by the Field Artillery School,
in particular TSM Cannon, and negotiations during the | ast
two nmont hs of 1999, however, prevented the elimnation of
Cr usader, al though several pr ogr ans, i ncluding the
Mul ti pl e-Launch Rocket System Smart Rocket and the Arny
Tactical Mssile System Block Il A, were canceled to help
fund the Initial Brigade Conbat Teans being formed, their
equi pnent, and their weapon systemns.
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Because General Shinseki disliked the Crusader's and
the resupply vehicle's conmbi ned wei ght of about one hundred
tons but liked their capabilities and wanted themto be an
i ntegral nenmber of the Arny's dom nant maneuver force, the
Arnmy revanped the Crusader program beginning in Novenber
1999. To make the self-propelled howitzer and its resupply
vehicle lighter and nore strategically depl oyable, the Arny
outlined decreasing the overall weight of +the self-
propelled howitzer from 55 tons to 38-42 tons and the
resupply vehicle from 50 tons to 38-42 tons to permt
loading two self-propelled howitzers or two resupply
vehicles on a C-5B aircraft and carrying them 3,200
nautical mles while retaining Crusader's key perfornmance

par anmet ers. To reach the weight restrictions the Arny
pl anned to replace the current vehicle structure and
conponents with Ilighter weight materials, to wutilize

nmodul ar add-on arnor kits to augnment the basic hull and
turret structure to enhance protection against specific
regional threats, to reduce the amunition and fue
payl oad, and to utilize a |ightweight engine that would be
common with the Abrans tank to optim ze commonality between
the Abranms and Crusader. These nodifications would permt
reducing the length and width of the vehicles and would
create additional weight savings. Also, the Arny proposed
devel opi ng a wheel ed version of the resupply vehicle that
woul d increase operational flexibility, slipped fielding
from 2005 to 2008 to nmake the necessary nodifications to
the program and planned using Crusader as a technol ogy
base for future systems.?

Because even the |lighter Crusader would not be suitable
for the nmedium brigades, the Arny decided to give it to the
counterattack corps (lI1l Arnored Corps) that woul d provide
the warfighting unbrella under which the Initial/lnterim
Bri gade Conmbat Team (I1BCT) would function until the Arny
achieved its Objective Force equipped with the Future
Combat System (FCS). While the IBCT would be a depl oyabl e
force to deal wth contingency and I|imted warfare
operations, the counterattack corps would deter or execute
maj or theater warfare. Wthout Crusader the corps would
| ack the required responsiveness, nobility, lethality, and
survivability to ensure success. Therefore, the system was
critical to the counterattack corps's success. Equal |y
i mportant, the Arny planned to field only 480 Crusaders and

*lbid., pp. 102-03.
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resupply vehicles to free funding for the Transfornmation of
the Army. This nunber was down from 1,138 that woul d have
been fielded to the active conmponent and part of the Arny
Nati onal Guard under the old plan.®
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Subsequently, as the contractor, United Defense,
started with the prelimnary redesign work to produce a
lighter and nore nobile system w thout conprom sing
performance and as the Arny searched for an engine, the
Crusader program encountered additional chal | enges. *°
During appropriations debates for FY 2001, senators and
congressnen debated the future of the Crusader program
Some wanted to kill the program while sone supported it
and desired to allot nore tinme to restructure the program

In fact, the Senate Appropriations Commttee proposed that
the Arny should refocus the system as a technol ogy program
to further field artillery evolution within the Future
Conbat Systens program and cut the systems funding from
$355 mllion to $200 mllion, pending delivery by the
Ofice of the Secretary of Defense of a "quick-Iook"
analysis of alternatives to Crusader to Congress by
Decenber 2000. °°

On 15 Decenber 2000 the Army and the O fice of the
Secretary of Defense furnished Congress with the required
report. According to the report, the Crusader program was
moving in the right direction because the system woul d be
nore operationally effective than existing alternatives.
In fact, Crusader-supported forces inflicted substantially
nore personnel and equi pnent | osses on the opposing force
(twenty-seven to thirty-five percent nore), while they
sustained far fewer | osses (sixteen to thirty-four percent
| ess) than forces equipped with Paladin. 1In view of this,
Congress accepted the report and restored full funding in
February 2001.°%

Meanwhi | e, Crusader design refinenent continued, and
the initial Crusader how tzer prototype at Yuma Proving
Ground, Arizona, proceeded to denonstrate the critical
performance requirenents in advance of the next program
m |l estone review in 2003. During 2000, the prototype fired
to a range of forty kilonmeters, conducted a fifteen-round
m ssion at a rate of ten rounds per mnute and four-round

®lbid., p. 104.

®| pid.; Briefing, subj: None, Dec 00, Doc |II-87;
Report, subj: Crusader and the Arny Transformation, 15
Dec 00, p. 1, Doc I11-88.

I bid., p. 105; Emmil nmsg with atchs, subj: Crusader
Article for FA Journal, 14 Jan 02, Doc I11-89.




163

mul ti ple round sinmultaneous inmpact m ssion, and sustained
the maximumrate of fire of ten rounds per mnute for three
m nut es. This performance led the U S. Arny Project
Manager for Crusader, Colonel Charles Cartwight, to say in
February 2001 that the Arny was pleased with the firing
tests and that the program was on track.®®

% nformati on Paper, subj: Crusader's Performnce
Continues to Meet or Exceed Arny Expectations, 28 Feb 01,
Doc 111-90.
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Later on 5-6 June 2001, the Arny conducted an executive
| evel review at the United Defense's facility in

M nneapolis, M nnesota. Designed to brief the Program
Executive Officer, WMajor General Joseph L. Yakovac, the
Commandi ng General of Fort Sill, Mjor General Toney

Stricklin, and other critical Army and civilian officials
about the status of the Crusader program the review
outlined the changes that the contractor had made since the
directive to redesign the system had been given. As the
contractor noted, the redesign would give the field
artillery lightweight robotics, new conposites, an advanced
t echnol ogy crew cockpit, enbedded training, and di agnostic
and prognostic software for the first tine in a system
Wth the proposed changes Crusader woul d be nore depl oyabl e
by strategic airlift over distances dictated by nationa
strategy. One G117 or G5 aircraft could transport two
Crusaders gl obally. For the nost part, the briefing
reveal ed that progress with devel opi ng the key technol ogi es
and reducing the system's size and wei ght were bei ng nade. ®
Subsequent program reviews in July 2001 touched upon
ot her substantial benefits of Crusader. 1In a briefing on
12 July 2001, the TSM Cannon, Colonel John Klenencic
outlined significant operational problenms with Pal adin and
fire support. Wth the Paladin the Field Artillery | acked
the ability to achieving "overmatch" in cl ose conbat, had
difficulties keeping its fires in tandemw th the maneuver
arms, and had difficulties providing responsive fires.'®
Later on 20 July 2001, Col onel Klenencic added, "The short
range of our systems [Paladin] |imt the commander's
ability to shape [the battle space]."'™ In both instances,
Col onel Kl enenci c concl uded that Crusader woul d sol ve these
probl ens and woul d decrease response tinmes. For exanpl e,
in a Paladin unit the fire support team would initiate a

I nformati on Paper, subj: Army Calls Howitzers Vital
to Future Conbat System - Arny Oficials Briefed at

Executive Level Review, 29 Jun 01, Doc I11-91; GAO
Report, subj: Steps to Inprove the Crusader Program s
| nvest ment Deci sions, Feb 02, pp. 1, 16, Doc I11-92.

1°Brj efi ng, subj: Crusader Review, 15 Jul 01, Doc
[11-93.

lgriefing (Extract), subj: Conbined Arms Fighting
Rati onal e and Crusader System Capabilities, 20 Jul 01,
Doc I11-94.
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call for fire at the direction of the maneuver conmander.
The call would go through the maneuver fire support el enment
to the battalion fire direction center to the platoon fire
direction center to the guns. This process took up to
twenty mnutes. The Crusader would elimnate this because
it could comunicate directly with the sensor and could
respond with fires within sixty to ninety seconds. %

Crusader had anot her significant advantage. Because of
the redesign effort, Qusader provided greater strategic
depl oyability than Pal adin. Wen Task Force Hawk went to
Al bania in 1999, it took a Paladin battery of six howtzers
and its support equipnent. This required twelve C-17
aircraft. Two Crusaders with their support equi pnent woul d
require six C-17 aircraft (four C-5 aircraft). Thi s
ampunted to fifty percent fewer aircraft, a snmaller
| ogistical tail, and greater firepower and neant that
Crusader could play a critical role in power projection and
support |ight forces. '

As m ght be expected, these distinct advantages hel ped
Crusader pass critical mlestones during the renmining
nmont hs of 2001. On 27 Septenber 2001 TRADOC requested the
Army to approve the revised operational requirenents
docunent. Two nonths later on 14-15 Novenber 2001,
Crusader passed the Prelimnary Design Review, allow ng
the contractor to start produci ng operational prototypes of

the redesigned howitzer for testing in 2004. On 15
Novenber 2001 the Arny al so designated Crusader as a Legacy
to Objective Force system based upon the redesign. The

system woul d bridge the Legacy Force's traditional cannon
capabilities with the Objective Force's revolutionary
capabilities by providing fire support augnmentation to the
Interim Force's organic field artillery and the Objective
Force al though it would not be a Future Conmbat System based
system %

192Brj ef i ng, subj: Combined Arnms Warfighting
Rati onal e and Crusader System Capabilities, 20 Jul 01,
Email msg with atch, subj: Crusader, 5 Apr 02, Doc III-
94a.

193Brj efing, subj: Crusader Review, 12 Jul 01;
Briefing, subj: Conmbined Arns Warfighting Rational e and
Crusader Systens Capabilities, 20 Jul OL1.

YYEmail nmsg with atch, subj: Crusader in the FA Md
Strategy, 14 Jan 02, Doc I11-95; Email nmsg, subj: Legacy
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to Objective, 4 Dec 01, Doc I11-95a; Email nmsg wth atch,
subj: Crusader Article for FA Journal, 14 Jan 02; GAO
Report, subj: Crusader Program Faces Technical and O her
Ri sks, Jan 02; Emamil nsg with atch, subj: Crusader GAO

Draft Report Rebuttal, 3 Jan 02, Doc I111-96; Informtion

Paper, subj: Crusader Passes Major Arnmy M I estone, 20 Dec
01, Doc I11-97; Information Paper, subj: Crusader Passes

Maj or US Arny M| estone, 24 Dec 01, Doc I|11-98;

| nformati on Paper, subj: Crusader Passes Major Arny

M| estone, 20 Dec 01, Doc I11-99; Interview, Dastrup with

MAJ Charles J. Enerson, TSM Cannon, 11 Feb 02, Doc |11 -
100; Information Paper, subj: Crusader Design Review
Successful, 1 Feb 02, Doc I11-101. See GAO Report, subj:
Def ense Acquisition, Jan 02, for additional information,
Doc I11-102.
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Li ght wei ght Towed 155-nmm Howitzer

VWhen the United States shifted its national defense
priorities from forward-depl oyed forces in Europe to force
projection from the continental United States (CONUS) at
the end of the Cold War in the early 1990s, |ightweight
weapons attracted the Army's interest nore than before.
Li ght wei ght weapons were nore strategically and tactically
depl oyabl e than heavi er weapons. |In view of the energence
of a new world order and the drive for strategically
depl oyabl e equi pment, the Arny wote an Operational and
Organi zational Plan in 1991 for a |ightweight towed 155-mm
howi tzer to replace the aging M98 towed 155-mm how t zer
and later in the decade conbined forces with the U S
Marine Corps to develop a joint towed |ightweight (LW 155-
mm howitzer. The Marine Corps planned to field its LW155
wi t hout digital enhancements because of the urgent need to
replace the MLO1 towed 105-mm howi tzer and the ML98 towed
155-mm howitzer, while the Arny planned to field a
digitally enhanced LW 155. Subsequent to fielding, the
Marine Corps intended to digitize its LW 155 through
product inprovenment prograns. %

1952000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Conmmand History (ACH), pp. 105-08;
| nf ormati on Paper, subj: XM777, LW 155, 15 Dec 98, Doc
I11-1083.
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After several years of developnental work, the
contractor delivered the engineering and manufacturing
devel opnent (EMD) prototype XM/77s in 2000 and 2001.
Unvei l ed at Picatinney Arsenal, New Jersey, in June 2000,
the first EMD prototype XM/77 held out great prom se,
according to the Arny. The howi tzer's reduced size and
wei ght would permt towing by the prinme nover used to tow
the ML98 and would allow two howitzers to fit into a C-130
aircraft. Additionally, the howtzer could be enplaced in
three mnutes or less, could fire faster than the ML98,
could be displaced in two mnutes or |less, and had a range
of thirty kilometers. By the end of 2001, the Arny had a
t ot al of six EMD howitzers undergoing tests.
Unfortunately, none of the six net the requirenents for an
operational test to be conducted in 2002 by the Army and
Marine Corps. This caused the Marine Corps to restructure
the program by adding a limted user's test in 2002. | f
the EMD howitzers passed the test, the contractor could
start lowrate initial production of LW 155s with the goa
of perform ng an operational test in 2004 to determne if
full production would be permtted.

More than anything else, the Towed Artillery
Digitization (TAD) package that was scheduled to be added
to the Arny variant distinguished the XM/77 fromthe ML98.

As the Arny explained, TAD would give the how tzer onboard
advanced capabilities like those associated with self-
propelled howitzers, such as the Paladin ML09A6 155-nmm
howi t zer and the futuristic Crusader 155-mm how tzer, and
would elimnate the need for external survey, aimng
circles, aimng posts, and collimators. Capabilities, such
as self-locating and orienting, onboard firing data
conput ati on, easy-to-read electronic sights, digita
communi cations, and inproved direct fire sight, would al so
make the XM/77 superior to the ML98. Addi tionally, TAD

1982000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 111; Interview, Dastrup with

John Yager, TSM Cannon, 1 Feb 02, Doc |11-104; Briefing,
subj: LWL55, 1998, Doc I111-105; Scott Gourl ey,
"Bol stering Fire Support,” Arnmed Forces Journal
| nternational, Dec 01, pp. 46-48, Doc II1-106.

YWEmRi | nmsg with atch, subj: LWS55, 7 Mar 02, Doc
I11-107; Interview, Dastrup with Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM
Cannon, 4 Feb 02, Doc 111-108; Interview, Dastrup with
Yager, 1 Feb 02.
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woul d be conpatible with the Advanced Field Artillery
Tactical System In light of this, the Arny rel eased a
request for proposal to industry on 10 February 2000.
After analyzing six proposals from private industry, the
Army awarded a contract to General Dynamcs Armanment
Systens of Burlington, Vernont, on 15 Septenber 2000 to
engi neer, manufacture, and develop TAD for operational
testing by 2003. '8

19%2000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 112; Information Paper,
subj: LW 155, 2002, Doc II1-1009.
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In 2001 a critical problem unexpectedly challenged the
viability of the TAD program Early in the year, the Arny
realized that it had underestimted program costs and
| acked the funding to continue. This caused the Program
Executive Officer (PEO for Gound Conbat and Support
Systens, Major General Joseph L. Yakovac, to ask the Arny
for additional funding and to exam ne the possibility of
term nating the TAD program and restarting it fresh. The
Arnmy subsequently increased the existing funding of $52
mllion by alnmost $22 mllion. When a second funding
problem was identified in the summer of 2001, all parties
involved in the program concurred that it would be
i npossible to get nore noney so soon after the increase in
the spring of 2001. As a result, General Yakovac gave the
Program Manager and the Field Artillery School ninety days

to find a solution. |If they failed to provide a solution,
he would termnate the program and try to restart it
correctly. In response to the tasking, the Commandant of

the Field Artillery School, Mjor CGeneral Toney Stricklin,
searched for ways to continue TAD because of the need to
digitize towed artillery and to abandon wire and ai m ng
circles and even suggested taking a bl ock approach at the
mnimum to develop the TAD but retired before a final
deci si on was reached. '

After succeeding General Stricklin in August 2001,
Maj or General M chael D. Maples evaluated three different
courses of action for TAD. He could recomend term nating
and restarting the program funding a block approach, or
pushing for a full devel opment program Each had
strengths and weaknesses. Because termnating and
restarting the programran the risk of losing all funding
and presented other problens, General Maples rejected it.
Pushing for the full TAD also presented the possibility of
| osing the entire program because of funding issues. As a
result, General Maples opted for a two-block approach.
Based upon Airborne Corps Airborne/Air Assault package
requi renments, block one TAD woul d have objective hardware

Emgi | nmsg, subj: 3002 Command History - LW55, 12

Mar 02, Doc I11-110; Interview, Dastrup with Yager, 1 Feb
02; Email msg with atch, subj: LW55, 7 Mar 02; Briefing,
subj: LW 155 and TAD, 1 Oct 01, Doc I11-111; Briefing,

subj: Arny Calls Howitzer Vital to Future Conbat System
Army Officials Briefed at Executive Level Review, 29 Jun
01, Doc I11-112,
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and limted software to provide limted comunication
capabilities with the fire direction center and would be
fielded in 2006. Bl ock two TAD would be the objective
hardware and objective software and would be fielded
sonetinme after block one had been introduced. Late in the
fall of 2001, CGeneral Yakovac accepted the bl ock approach
but cautioned the Field Artillery School and General Maples
that they m ght have to live with only bl ock one because of
fundi ng. Even so, work began on block one hardware and
software late in 2001, '°

YEmmi| nmsg with atch, subj: LW55, 7 Mar 02;
Interview, Dastrup with Yager, 1 Feb 02; Briefing, subj:
LW 155 Howi t zer and TAD, 1 Oct 01; Interview, Dastrup
with Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM Cannon, 4 Feb 02; Enui
msg, subj: 2001 Conmmand Hi story - LW55, 12 Mar 02.
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Problems with the EMD how tzers, the test community,
and TAD caused Program Manager for LW 155, Colonel John
Garner (USMC), who took over as the Joint Program Manager
of LW 155 in Septenber 2001 from Col onel Stephen Ward
(USMC) and answered directly to General Yakovac and the
U S. Marine Corps G ound Systens Manager, Brigadi er CGeneral
J. Feigley, to restructure the program First, he
i ntegrated the devel opnent schedul es of TAD and LW 155 so
that everyone involved could see where the two efforts
over | apped and where they diverged. This allowed events
with both prograns to be schedul ed or reschedul ed to match
t hem t oget her better. Second, Col onel Garner physically
integrated the TAD and LW 155 offices. Previ ously, they
had been |l ocated in separate parts of the building. These
two actions promsed to produce a better coordinated
devel opnent effort in the com ng nmonths and years. !

The ML19A1 Towed 105-mm Howi tzer Light Artillery System
| nprovenent Program

Largely through the efforts of the personnel at Fort
Bragg, North Carolina, the 82nd Airborne Division obtained
funding in the Program Objective Menorandum for the ML19Al
Towed 105-mm Howitzer Light Artillery System I nmprovenent
Program (LASIP) to provide sonme needed changes to the
howtzer to make it nore easily nmaintained and nore
operationally suitable. Initial funding cane in Fiscal
Year (FY) 1998 and envisioned about one mllion dollars
annually for five years to acconplish the desired
i nprovenments. The Arny | ater extended programto the sixth

“YWEmRi| nsg with atch, subj: LWS55, 7 Mar 02;
Interview, Dastrup with Yager, 4 Feb 02; Email nsg, subj:
LW 155, 6 Feb 02, Doc I11-113; Email nsg, subj: Program
Manager, 6 Feb 02, Doc I11-114.
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year . 2

1122000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 115-16.
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As pl anned, the inprovenents would be nmade in two bl ock

nodi fi cati ons. Bl ock one would consist of adding a |ow
t enperature recuperator, inproving the braking systemwth
a larger comercial brake design, adding trail 1lifting

handl es to help crewnen enplace and displace the weapon,
providing a trail-end step to preclude damge to the brake
master cylinder, and inmproving the trunnion adapter by
incorporating a stronger and nore durable design for
mounting the fire control conponents, anong ot her things.
Bl ock two woul d i nclude redesigning the el evati on gearbox,
i ncorporating a new ramer/extractor tool to replace the
MLO2  105-nmm towed howitzer desi gn, renoving the
conpensating tubes in the recuperator, providing direct
i nkage with the primary recoil buffer, providing a firing
pl atformreshroud kit, and providing a roll bar to protect
the fire control nounts during air drop and air assault
oper ati ons. Compl etion of block two nodifications was
schedul ed for FY 2002 with fielding conpleted in FY 2004. '

The Arnmy attached an additional inprovenent to bl ock
two in 2001. It included the retrofit of all fire control
instruments that contained radioactive tritiumfor a |ight
source. The tritiumwould be replaced with light emtting
di odes (LED) that would require a very | ow energy source.
LEDs woul d provide a nuch brighter source of light to view
the collimtor, the alignnent device, and the howtzer
| evel vials. The battery |life of upwards of one year woul d
be the norm for operations at night or during periods of
low visibility. The additional inprovenments would not be
conpl eted until FY 2004. '

3 bid.; Emmil msg with atch, subj: ML19LASI P and
ML98 HI PE, 22 Feb 02, Doc I11-115.
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The ML98 155-mm Towed Howi tzer | nprovenent Program and
Enhancenment s

The ML98 155-mm Towed Howi tzer | nprovenent Program and
Enhancements (HI PE) programoriginated with the devel opnent
of a prototype subsystem that used an electric punp to
pressurize the M98 hydraulic system used to raise and
| ower the howitzer wheels quickly. The electric notor was
powered by nmeans of a cable from the prine nover. Thi s
prototype subsystem could raise or |ower the howtzer
wheel s in about thirty seconds in conparison with the two
and one half mnutes required by two cannoneers punpi ng
manual | y. This subsystem known as the Hydraulic Power
Assi st Kit together with sone other initiatives was funded
in the Program Objective Menorandum as the HI PE Program
The program consisted of the following initiatives: the
hydraulic power assi st Kit, a trail-nmunted power
di stribution system and a bogey wheel to be placed under
t he weapon trails to assist |oading the weapon on U S. Air
Force aircraft for air loading and to permt noving the
howi tzer on hard surfaces with a nmuch lighter truck than
the standard five-ton truck. Oher inprovenents included
an airborne/air assault upgrade that would have a trail-
mount ed power supply, a radio for linkage to the fire
direction center, the elimnation of the wire linkage to a
conmmand and control installation, a |onger comrunication
range, and an antenna, voltage regulator, and recharge
capability. '

Wth the advent of the Initial Brigade Conbat Team
(I BCT) concept by the Chief of Staff of the Arnmy, Genera
Eri k K. Shinseki, the Army selected the ML98 to be fielded
to the IBCT field artillery battalion. The IBCT battalion
woul d be organized as three, four-gun batteries with the
ML98 being an interim solution until the fielding of the
new towed Joint Lightweight 155-nm Howtzer. The first
IBCT field artillery battalion was the 1-37th Field
Artillery at Fort Lewi s, Washington; and the second woul d
be organized at Fort Lewis sonetime around April 2002.1°

Mul ti pl e-Launch Rocket System

1152000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 116-17.

YeEmmi | nsg with atch, subj: ML19LASIP and ML98HI PE,
22 Feb 02, Doc II1-115.
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Muni tions. Inprovenent efforts with the Miltipl e-Launch
Rocket System (M.RS) focused on enhancing the nunitions to
give them better range and precision and making the

| auncher nore responsive. Al t hough MRS performed well

during Operation Desert Storm in 1991, its rockets and
their subnunitions raised serious concerns. During the
war, many lraqi artillery assets outranged their coalition
counterparts, including MLRS. Also, the high dud rate of
muni tions, I ncl udi ng MRS subnuni ti ons, rai sed
apprehensi ons about the safety of soldiers passing through
i npact areas. Together, the proliferation of rocket

systens with greater ranges than M.RS and the unacceptable
dud rate led to the requirement for an extended-range (ER)
MLRS rocket with a range of forty-five kilonmeters and a
| ower subrunition dud rate. Such a range woul d increase
the commander's ability to influence the battlefield at
depth and to fire across boundaries and sinultaneously
woul d i nprove the survivability of |auncher crews.'’

172000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), p. 117.
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Gven this need, the Arny noved ahead wth
devel opmental efforts on the ER-MLRS M26A1 rocket | oaded
with the MB5 grenade with a self-destruct fuze. After the
MB5 grenade had denonstrated a reduced dud rate that
satisfied the requirenent, the Army noved the rocket into
low-rate initial production in 1997 wth operational
testing in Fiscal Year (FY) 1998. Al t hough the ER-M.RS
rocket successfully passed the operational tests for range
and accuracy in 1998, funding constraints and the deci sion
to transition to a Guided MRS rocket with nore accuracy
limted production of the ER-MLRS to less than five
t housand rockets. Because equi pnment that could produce the
MB5 grenade at the desired quantity rates was unavail abl e,
the Arnmy started fielding the ER-MLRS M26A2 rocket | oaded
with the M77 dual purpose inmproved conventional rmunition
(DPICM with a standard fuze to U S. Forces, Korea, in 1999
to meet their urgent need for extended-range capability.
After the production equi pnment could be validated and coul d
actually generate the needed quantities of M5 grenades,
the remaining quantities of ER-MRS rockets would be | oaded
with the MB5 grenade and would be designated the MG6A1l
rocket. Funding cutbacks in 1999-2000 and the expense of
t he MB5 grenade, however, caused the Arny to produce the ER
MLRS rocket with the M/7 munition and to decide agai nst
produci ng and fielding an ER-M.RS M26A1 rocket with the M5
gr enade. *® As the Arny worked to introduce the ER-M.RS
rocket, it decided to adopt an extended-range Gui ded M.RS
rocket that could be fired from the M270A1 MRS Launcher
and High Mbility Artillery Rocket System (H MARS)
Launcher. Witing in Arny in Septenmber 1996, the
Commandant of the Field Artillery School, WMjor General
Randall L. Rigby, explained the reasoning behind the
deci sion to devel op the extended-range Gui ded MLRS rocket.

In recent years the Arny's ability to protect itself from
| ong-di stance attack had been eroded with the proliferation
of long-range rocket and cannon systens. To counter this
the U S. Arny Mssile Command' s Research, Devel opnent, and
Engi neering Center wth support from private industry
initiated work on an extended-range gui ded rocket for the
MRS to replace ER-MLRS in the twenty-first century.
Unli ke the accuracy of the traditional free-flight MRS

8 pid., pp. 117-18; Menorandumwith atch for Dir,

TSM RAMS, subj: Coordination of 2001 USAFACFS Annua
Command History, 5 Mar 02, Doc I11-116..
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rocket that degraded as the range to the target increased,
the guided rocket's guidance system would provide
consistent, inproved accuracy from a mninmum range of
fifteen kiloneters to a maxinmum of sixty to seventy
kil ometers, depending upon warhead weight and type of
propellant, to attack area and point targets. The
ext ended-range Gui ded MRS rocket would also enhance the
ability to conduct precision strikes, would reduce the
nunber of rockets required to defeat a target, and would
give the MLRS an additional fifteen kilonmeter range beyond
the ER-MRS. Such a range would permt hitting nore
targets and/or woul d make the M.RS nore survivabl e because
it could be positioned farther fromthe target. G ven the
need for the rocket, the Arnmy awarded a contract to
Lockheed Martin Vought Systens in Novenmber 1998 for a four-
year, five-nation (United Kingdom France, Italy, Gernany,
and the United States) engineering and manufacturing
devel opment (EMD). Based upon successful testing, |lowrate
initial production would begin in 2002 with the first unit
equi pped schedul ed for 2004. Because technical problens
arose in 2000 and caused the program to slip, the first
unit equi pped was noved back to 2006.'*°

This restructured schedul e and rising production costs
in 2000- 2001 caused the Arny to hold a Special Army Systens
Acqui sition Review Council in Novenmber 2001 to justify
further devel opnent. As an integral part of the review,
t he Nunn-MCurdy Act of 1982 required the Arny to determ ne
if the system was essential to national security, to
cal cul ate the availability of an alternative with equal or
greater capability, to ascertain if the program was
adequately staffed to control costs, and to assess if unit
costs were reasonabl e. If the Arny failed to answer the

1192000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 118-19.
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questions satisfactorily, t hen devel opnent could be
stopped. The review favorably answered the questions; and
devel opnent continued in 2001 with an initial operational
capability of 2006. %

2Emgi | nmsg with atch, subj: GWRS, 15 Mar 02, Doc
[11-117; Email nsg with atch, subj: MRS Miunitions, 25

Feb 02, Doc 111-118; Fact Sheet, subj: Biography of Dave
McCur dy, undated, Doc 111-119; Email nmsg with atch, subj:
Speci al ASARC Briefing of 18 Sep 01, Doc I11-126;

I nterview, Dastrup with Froysland, 11 Feb 02; Fact Sheet,
subj: Guided MLRS Rocket, |ate-2001, Doc I111-120.
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Agai nst this backdrop, engineering and devel opnent al
testing occurred in 2000 and 2001. In November 2000 the
Armmy successfully tested the extended-range Guided MRS
rocket at White Sands M ssile Range, New Mexico, in a pre-
engi neering firing. Launched froman I nproved Positioning
Determ nation System (I PDS) M270 MLRS | auncher, the rocket
flew a ballistic trajectory and gave the Arnmy and the
contractor the opportunity to evaluate how the rocket |eft
the |aunch pod and how the notor perforned. Si x nont hs
later in June 2001, the rocket passed another pre-
engi neering and developnent test flight designed to
evaluate the tail fin deploynent and rotation and nom na
not or performance, anong other issues. I n Novenmber 2001
the Army conducted the first EMD test that provided
additional insights into the overall performance of the
ext ended-range Gui ded M.RS rocket. I n Decenber 2001 the
second EMD flight test occurred. This time the inertia
gui dance system was enployed to evaluate the guidance
system package. Both the Inertial Measuring Unit (IMJ) and
the GPS collected data during the flights, but only the I MJ
provi ded guidance to the rocket. Overall, the rocket's
performance in the two EVMD tests exceeded the Arnmy's and
contractor's expectations, although the conpl ete gui dance
system had not yet been tested.'®

The extended-range CGui ded MLRS rocket, noreover, would
be conpl enmented by the smart MRS tactical rocket with a
maxi mum range of sixty to seventy Kkiloneters. The snmart

2IMemmor andum with atch for Director, TSM RAMS, subj:
Coordi nation of 2001 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 5
Mar 02; Email msg with atch, subj: GWRS, 15 Mar 02;
Email nsg with atch, subj: MRS Miunitions, 25 Feb 02;
Fact Sheet, subj: Lockheed Martin Continues Testing MRS

at White Sands, 6 Jul 01, Doc II1-121; Fact Sheet, subj:
Lockheed Martin's Guided MLRS Rocket Successful in Wite
Sands Test, 14 Dec 00, Doc 111-122; Interview, Dastrup
with Jeff Froysland, TSM RAMS, 11 Feb 02, Doc I11-123;

Fact Sheet, subj: Lockheed Martin's CGui ded MLRS Rocket
Successful in Second Ballistic Test at White Sands, 29
Jun 01, Doc I11-124; Fact Sheet, subj: Lockheed Martin's
Gui ded MLRS Rocket Successfully Conpletes Fire

Engi neering and Devel opnent Test, 8 Nov 01, Doc I11-125;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: Special ASARC Briefing of 18
Sep 01, Doc 111-126; DOD News Rel ease, 13 Mar 01, Doc
111-127.
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muni ti on woul d be effective against a wde variety of high-
value targets to include counterfire, air defense sites,
and maneuver elenments. In 1999, however, the Departnent of
the Arny termnated the smart M.RS rocket to save noney for
devel oping and fielding the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team as
part of the Transformation of the Arnmy effort to make the
Army nore strategically deployable. Al t hough the Field
Artillery School started rewiting the operational
requi rement docunment for the munition in 2000 as directed
by the U S. Arnmy Training and Doctrine Comrand, it remained
unfunded in 2000 and 2001.'*

22 nterview, Dastrup with Froysland, TSM RAM 21 Feb
01; Email nmsg with atch, subj: MRS Munitions, 25 Feb 02.
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As the Arny was droppi ng one MRS rocket program it
explored the possibility of adding another in 1999.
Looki ng at Kosova in 1999 and the need to reduce damage to
civilian property and |ives during conbat operations, the
Arny required a nore accurate MRS rocket with a high-
expl osive, unitary warhead and investigated the possibility
of acquiring the unitary rocket. Equipped with a extended-
range Gui ded MLRS notor, the unitary rocket would be have a
fuze with the capabilities of a proximty fuze, a point-
detonating fuze, or a tinme-delay fuze, depending upon the
target. The proximty fuze capability would give a |arge
burst over the target. The point-detonating fuze
capability would reduce the size of the burst and
col | ateral damage because of the ground burst, while the
time-delay fuze capability would permt the rocket to
penetrate certain types of structures or targets and then
detonate the rocket. Besides the availability of three
different fuze capabilities with each havi ng advant ages and
di sadvant ages, the unitary rocket would be equi pped with an
anti-jam gui dance system to inprove accuracy beyond even
the extended-range Guided MRS rocket. Because the
Commandant of the Field Artillery School, Major General
Toney Stricklin wanted to put noney into a wunitary
projectile for the Crusader 155-mm self-propelled how tzer
under devel opnent and wanted to fund a smart MRS rocket,
the MLRS unitary rocket remined unfunded in 2000. The
Arnmy also failed to fund MLRS unitary in 2001 even though
it approved an operational requirenents docunment in
Novenber 2001 and al t hough the School pushed for funding in
2001. The Transformation of the Arny sinply caused funds
to be shifted to higher priority prograns. '

1232000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 120; Interview, Dastrup with
Jeff Froysland, TSM RAMS, 11 Feb 02; System Training Plan
for the Guided Unitary Rocket, undated, Doc I11-128.
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MLRS Launcher Upgrade. Meanwhile, two critical factors
generated the drive to nodernize the MLRS M270 | auncher
Early in the 1990, the Arny realized that the M270 | auncher
was growi ng obsolete with its electronic parts becom ng
nore expensive and difficult to obtain by the twenty-first
century. To combat the growi ng obsol escence, the Arny
initiated the Inproved Fire Control System (IFCS) program
in 1992 to replace dated electronic systens and to provide
for growth potential for future nmunitions. Subsequently,
the analysis of Operation Desert Storm of 1991 that was
| ater supported by energing North Korean tactics caused the
Arny to conclude that it needed a nore responsive and
survivabl e MLRS | auncher to engage highly nobile targets.
This led to the Inproved Launcher Mechani cal System (I LMS)
programin 1995 to reduce reaction tinmes by decreasing the
time to aim displace, and reload the |auncher.'* For
several years the Inproved Fire Control System and | nproved
Launcher Mechani cal System nodifications were two separate

program el ements. As a result of the integrated test
programinitiative, the Arnmy conbined the two progranms in
1997. Together, the two nodernization efforts would

produce the M70A1 |auncher early in the twenty-first
century. *®

Over the years, developnental work on the M70AL
| auncher progressed. Based upon successful testing of the
| nproved Fire Control System and |nproved Launcher
Mechani cal System early in 1998 to denonstrate that the
deficiencies identified in 1997 testing had been fixed, the
Program Executive O ficer of Tactical M ssiles, Brigadier
General WIlie Nance, approved |lowrate initial production
(LRIP) of forty-five launchers on 28 May 1998. At the sane
time he established a goal of conducting the initial
operational test and evaluation in Septenmber 1999 and
fielding the launchers in the fourth quarter of FY 2000. '

Because of rapidly changing technology that nade the
M270A1 | auncher's 486-based conputer processors obsol ete,
the Arny decided to replace it with a Power PC processor
and the VX Wrks operating system for the initial
operational test and evaluation and the first unit

1242000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 120.
125| pi d.
126 pij d.
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equi pped. As explained to acquisition officials in 1998
and 1999, +the new conputer would provide numerous
advantages. It would increase the processing capabilities
significantly, would expand random access nenory (RAM
capacity from eight negabytes to thirty-two negabytes,
woul d provide a sixty-four bit rather than a thirty-tw bit
processor, and would provide a cost reduction of $33,000
per | auncher. Meanwhi | e, the VX Works operating system
woul d provide state-of-the-art capabilities, would enhance
software flexibility, and would significantly reduce
sof t war e mai nt enance costs. '’

2 pid., p. 123.
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Just as the LRI P M270Al | auncher was com ng out and new
conputer systens were being added, the Arny generated new
system requirenments as part of the drive for better
situati onal awareness, which was the ability to know where
everyone was on the battlefield. The grow ng concern with
situational awareness forced M270A1 hardware to be repl aced
in the near future so that the MRS |auncher could
interface with the tactical Internet, which was a system
of conputers, radios, and other communications equi pnment to
simplify interoperability and provide conmbat vehicles with
a common situational picture of the battlefield. The
i npl ementation of these inprovenents was scheduled for
Fi scal Year 2004 to support the first digital corps.'?®

Data drawn fromthe training of the test crews early in
1999 showed that the soldiers were having problens with the
| auncher's nodem for digital comunications and as a result
had to reconfigure their communications nore often than
appeared to be necessary. This problem with the digital
conmuni cations, the immturity of the VX system software,
and the unavailability of LRIP-configured M270Al | aunchers
that were required for the initial operational test and
eval uation pronpted senior managenent officials in July
1999 to postpone the initial operational test and
eval uation until May 2001. The delay would permt further
mat uration of the VX software and would allow using LRIP
M270A1 | aunchers as planned rather than engineering and
manuf acturi ng devel opnent | aunchers that did not have the
enhanced processors that could run the VX Wrks operating
sof tware that was planned for fielding.'?

Meanwhi | e, the Transformation of the Army Canpai gn Pl an
caused the Arny to revise the nunber of M270Al | aunchers to
be purchased. Initially, the Arny had planned to buy 857
| aunchers. Wth the enphasis shifting to medium forces,
the Army cut the nunber to 412 in 1999. These would go to
the counterattack forces of the 111 Arnored Corps.
Subsequently in February 2001, the Arny increased the
nunmber of launchers to 456 to ensure that sufficient
systens were fielded to include U.S. Forces, Korea.'®

I n Septenber 2000 system i ntegrati on anonalies energed

128] pi d.
29 pid., p. 124.
130] i d.
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t hat adversely influenced system functionality and
operational safety. This forced the Arny to nove the early
system integration testing phase from Decenmber 2000 to
March 2001 and to reschedule initial operational test and
eval uation from April/May 2001 to August/ Septenber 2001.
To nmeet the new schedule, the contractor made numerous
software fixes, while revised crew procedures during rel oad
and nmai ntenance operations were inplenmented to ensure
soldier safety so that the system would be ready for
testing in 2001. %

13 pid., pp. 124-25.
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In 2001 the M70Al1 underwent testing as schedul ed.
Early in the year, the Arny conducted a |logistica
denonstration test and followed this with a maintenance
denonstration test. In April 2001 the Arny held an
Ext ended System Integration Test at Fort Sill to determ ne
the systenmis readiness to enter into initial operationa
test and evaluation in August. Based upon the success of
the integration test, the Arny adm ni stered the a two-phase
initial operational test and evaluation in the fall of
2001. The Arny adm nistered the ground phase at Fort Sill,
Okl ahoma, and the flight phase at Wiite Sands Mssile
Range, New Mexico. Designed as a side-by-side conparison
with the M70 |auncher, the ground phase consisted of
three, ninety-six hour operational scenarios. During the
flight phase, the M270A1 | auncher fired a variety of MRS
muniti ons (M26 basic rocket, MG6A2 extended-range rocket,
M28Al reduced-range practice rocket, and M39A1 ATACMS Bl ock
1A) . In each phase soldiers from the 1-12th Field
Artillery operated both the M270 and the M270Al | aunchers.

Based upon the results of the operational testing that was
concluded in October 2001, the Arny Evaluation Conmand
deenmed that the M70Al was suitable and effective. The
M270A1l denonstrated during the operational test that it was
much nore reliable and operationally effective than the
MR270. 1%

High Mobility Artillery Rocket System

132 nterview with atch, Dastrup with LTC Rocky G
Sanmek, TSM RAMS, 22 Jan 02, Doc 111-129; Email nsg with
atch, subj: MRS Launcher Upgrades, 3 Mar 02, Doc I11I-
130.
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After several years of devel opnent, the High Mbility
Artillery Rocket System (H MARS) nade significant progress
in 2000-2001. ' As part of the Transformation of the Army
effort, the Arny decided to put the systemin the Interim
Di vision and Objective Division as a general support weapon
and announced that six engineering and manufacturing
devel opnent (EMD) HI MARS woul d be delivered in FYs 2001 and
2002 for testing by the Army and U S. Marine Corps and that
low-rate initial production wuld begin in FY 2003.
| npressed by the exercise in July 2000 where HI MARS
denonstrated its deployability and firepower and its need
for a general support weapon systemto furnish fire support
in the early stages of anphibious operations, the U S.
Mari ne Corps decided in Decenber 2000 to participate with
the Arnmy in the EMD phase by purchasing two EMD H MARS f or
a two-year user evaluation program in 2002-2004. Thi s
brought the number of EMD HI MARS to be produced to eight.™

The Arny and U S. Marine Corps nmade several key
decisions with H MARS in 2001. Early in the year, the
Marine Corps announced its plans for H MARS. Upon
receiving its two EMD H MARS in 2002, it would form them
into a platoon for early user training, would train the
crew, and would refine techniques, tactics, and procedures
and general support doctrine. The Army decided to put

soldiers on the EMD | auncher at Fort Sill during the sunmer
of 2002 for an initial assessnent of H MARS Operationa
Requi rement s Docunent (ORD) key perfornmance paraneters. 1In

the neantine, the Arny revised its H MARS fielding plan
The HI MARS ORD cal l ed for replacing the ML98 towed 155-nm
howi tzer with HI MARS by formng two battalions in the
active conponent and fourteen battalions in the reserve
conponent. To nove the aging MLRS M270 | auncher out of the
inventory faster, the Arny decided in 2001 to field H MARS
to the M270 units before replacing the ML98s as initially
intended with the exception of the first unit equipped
bei ng an ML98 unit. '

1332000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command History (ACH), pp. 125-30.

134 bid., pp. 130-31; Emmil nsg with atch, subj:
H MARS, 1 Mar 02, Doc Il1-131; Fact Sheet, subj: The
Mari ne Corps Commpn-sense Approach to Fire Support, 24
Jan 01, Doc I11-132.

¥*Memorandum with atch for Director, TSM RAMS, subj:
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Arny Tactical Mssile System and Brilliant Antiarnor
Subruni tion
During the 1980s and 1990s, the Army worked on the Arny
Tactical Mssile System (ATACMS) Block Il and soon coupl ed
it with the Brilliant Antiarnmor Submunition (BAT) in 1994, %
BAT was designed to enpl oy acoustic and infrared seekers
to acquire, classify, and destroy noving arnored combat
vehicles deep wthin eneny territory (one hundred
kil ometers or nore). BAT woul d have allocation logic to
mnimze the possibility of multiple BATs engaging a single
vehicle and a |arge acquisition footprint to | ocate targets
within four kiloneters of the dispense point.*

Coordi nation of 2001 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 5
Mar 02; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Lawrence J. Abrans,
TSM RAMS, 22 Jan 02, Doc I111-133; Email msg with atch,
subj: H MARS, 1 Mar 02.

1362000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 131-35.
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After successful testing during the |late 1990s, the
Arnmy System Acqui sition Review Council (ASARC) of Decenber
1998 approved entry into lowrate initial production with
ATACMS Block |1 BAT and prepared for the Defense
Acqui sition Board of February 1999, which had oversight
responsibilities for the mssile. Successful testing in
1999 led to awarding a lowrate initial production contract
in the fall of 1999 with operational testing scheduled in
2000 and initial operational capability for 2001.'%

During 2000, ATACMS Block Il wunderwent successful
testing. Based upon the results of an operational test
ground in May 2000, the Arny concluded that the comand and
control systens, conputers, and target acquisition systens
coul d support ATACMS Block Il. Subsequently in August 2000
a test conducted at White Sands M ssil e Range, New Mexi co,
denonstrated the mssile's ability to deliver the BAT
submunitions to their targets accurately.

However, the Deputy Undersecretary for Operational
Research for the Arnmy decided to suspend the operationa
testing for the ATACMS Bl ock Il BAT schedul ed for 2001. He
did not think that the BAT's seekers could neet the
operational requirenments and directed the Arny to conduct
two BAT drop tests and a mssile shoot in 2002. |If those
tests proved to be successful, the ATACMS Block |1 BAT
woul d resume operational testing.

Meanwhil e, the Arny made critical changes to the BAT
program Al though the original justification -- the Sovi et
and Warsaw Pact threat -- had di sappeared with the end of
the Cold War in the early 1990s, the requirenent for BAT

38 pi d.
139 pi d.

“O'nterview, Dastrup with MAJ Jay D. Stephens, TSM
RAMS, 22 Jan 02, Doc II1-134.
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still existed. In 1994 Arny noted that it had an
i nadequate capability to attack arnored vehicles and
surface-to-surface mssile |launchers beyond the range of
cl ose conmbat weapons. |In addition, the Arny had the urgent
need for an autononmous, termnal homng subnunition to
def eat novi ng and stationary targets in the second echel on
of the threat array.'*

1412000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 131-35.
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In view of the requirenent to attack stationary arnored
vehicl es and surface-to-surface mssile (SSM transporter
erector and | auncher (TELS), the Arny visualized the need
for inmproving the BAT. The BAT Pre-Planned Product
| mprovenent (P3l1) would have the capabilities of attacking

novi ng arnor, stationary arnor, hot or cold arnor, SSM
TELS, and heavy nultiple rocket |aunchers; would be nore
capable in bad weather and against counterneasures; and
woul d be carried by ATACMS Bl ock IIA. Carrying six BAT
submunitions rather than thirteen as the ATACMS Il woul d,
ATACMS Bl ock Il A woul d have a range of one hundred to three
hundred kilometers and would use a global positioning
system (GPS) augnmented gui dance systemthat was simlar to
the one in the ATACMS | A and ATACMS Il to inprove accuracy.

As planned in 1997 and 1998, the BAT P3l would also be
fielded in the remaining ATACMS Block Il mssiles starting
in FY 2005 rather than BAT. ATACMS Block Il A with BAT P3I
woul d also have an initial operational capability of FY
2007. **

In 1999 the Chief of Staff of the Arnmy, General Eric K
Shi nseki, revanped the Arny's priorities when he announced
his intention to field a medi um wei ght brigade conbat team
in the near future that was part of the Transformati on of
the Arny initiative. To find noney for Arny Transfornation
initiatives, the Arny term nated ATACMS Block Il A along
with other progranms in 1999 to pay for higher priority Arny
initiatives. Rat her than letting the ability to attack
mul ti ple rocket launchers (MRLs) and TELs di sappear, the
Army chose to integrate the capability of the P3l BAT into
the ATACMS Bl ock Il and continued work on P3l BAT in 2000-
2001. ™

1422000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 131-35; Emmil msg with
atch, subj: ATACMS Block Il and BAT, 1 Mar 02, Doc III-
135.

1432000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 134-35; Interview, Dastrup
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Fi refi nder Radars

with Stephens, 22 Jan 02; "Arny Wapons and Equi pnent,"
Arnmy, Oct 00, p. 300, Doc I11-136.
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Because of the growing threat of counterfire from
hostile fire support systens, the Arny initiated action in
1984 to inprove its AN TPQ 36 and AN TPQ 37 radars. The
Armmy consi dered these radars to be too | arge and heavy for
AirLand Battle and for use with the light forces that were
bei ng devel oped. Through product inprovenents the Arny
pl anned to field a nobile, survivable Firefinder radar to
replace current ones in the target acquisition battery. To
do this the Arny created a bl ock inprovenent program in
1985-1986 to integrate existing Firefinder radars into a
single foll owon systemthat woul d be based on the Q 36.*
The program eventually led to introducing the Q 36 Version
7/H gh Mbility Miltipurpose Weeled Vehicle that was
fielded between 1993 and 1995 and the Q 36 Version 8 that
was fielded beginning in Hscal Year (FY) 2001 and woul d
continue to be fielded into FY 2005 to the active conponent
and Arny National Guard.'*

In the nmeantinme, the Field Artillery School introduced
anot her change to its counterfire radar system
moder ni zation program in 1990. Because the existing
Firefinder Q37 radar was based upon 1970s technol ogy;
| acked the range, survivability, nobility, and target
processing and identification capability to support future
requi renents; was obsolete and vul nerable to eneny radar,
radio intercept, and |ocating and jamm ng systens and
because the Q 36 noderni zation effort would not neet all of
the Field Artillery's radar requirenents as initially
pl anned, the School identified the need for devel oping the
Advanced Target Acquisition Counterfire System (ATACS) to
replace the Q 37. The Advanced Target Acquisition

1441986 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Historical Review (AHR), p. 90.

1452000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command History (ACH), p. 135.
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Counterfire System would take advantage of | eap-ahead
technology to give the Arny a passive system or, at a
m ni mum  passive or active «cuing, wuld reduce the
equi prent and manpower needs significantly, and would
furni sh support to the corps area of influence in AirlLand
OQperations. In addition, it would be capable of driving on
and off a G130 and larger aircraft and air insertion by
CH- 47D and woul d reduce crew size fromtwelve to six to cut
per sonnel costs. '®

1461995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 141-42.
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As it fielded the Q37 Block | that was an upgrade to
the Q 37, the Arny initiated developnental work on the
Advanced Target Acquisition Counterfire Radar, renaned
Advanced Firefinder System in 1992, the AN TPQ 37
Firefinder Pre-planned Product I|nprovenent (P3l) Block 11
in 1994, the AN TPQ 37 Block Il in 1996, and the AN TPQ 47
in 1998. The Q47 offered significant inprovenents over
the existing Q37. Uilizing advanced technol ogy, the Q47
woul d provide rapid and increased target |ocation, inproved
accuracy, and enhanced target classification at greater
ranges. At the same tinme it would significantly reduce
equi prment and per sonnel requirenments and i nprove
transportability, maintainability, and reliability for
i ncreased effectiveness on the battlefield. Besides this,
it would furnish support to the entire corps area of
influence with enhanced target processing and rmultiple
friendly fire capability. Utimately, the Q47, would
replace all Q37s, including the Q37 Block I, on a one-
for-one basis and would neet the needs of a digitized
battlefield.

Fundi ng issues quickly influenced the Q47 program
Because the Departnment of the Arnmy shifted so nmuch funding
to the Initial Brigade Conbat Team effort, the Q47 |ost
sone funding in 2000, which slowed down devel opnment and
caused the initial operational test and evaluation to be
slipped fromFY 2004 to FY 2006. Yet, the significance of
t he program and existing funding |ine caused the programto
be placed wunder the oversight of the O fice of the
Secretary of Defense and to be possibly designated as an
acqui sition category (ACAT) Il. This would involve noving
it froma |ower ACAT IIl ranking.*®

Chal | enges continued to influence the Q47 program In
February 2001 a new program manager revised the acquisition
strategy to reduce risk to the program He incorporated a
l[imted user test in FY 2004 and a lowrate initial
producti on of three systenms in FY 2004 and six systens in
FY 2005. Later in Decenber 2001, the Raytheon, the
contractor, reported problems with the power anplifier
nodul es and technical difficulties wth the antenna
software integration and said that it could not neet the
date set for the limted user test. This led to a Red Team

1472000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 135-37.
148 bid., pp. 137-38.
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bei ng assenbl ed and sent to Raytheon to assess the extent
of the problems. Prelimnary results fromthe assessnent
i ndicated that the program would have to be slipped back

one year. In the nmeantime, the Departnent of Defense
officially designated the Q47 programas an ACT Il in My
2001. *°
Profiler

“YEmail msg with atch, subj: Firefinder Q47 and
Profiler, 26 Feb 02, Doc 111-137; Email msg, subj:

Firefinder Q47 and Profiler, 26 Feb 02, Doc I111-138.
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In 1995 the U.S. Arny Field Artillery School started
working to replace the existing neteorol ogical neasuring
set that used antiquated technol ogy by obtaining data from
radi osonde instrunmentation carried aloft by balloons and
sent back to a ground-based receiver with the Profiler. As
the operational requirenments docunents, signed on 15
Cctober 1996 by the U.S. Arny Training and Doctrine Command
expl ai ned, the Profiler would provide a nodernized, real-
time neteorological capability over an extended battle
space out to five hundred kilometers and would provide
vital target area neteorological information from a
nmesoscal e nodel that acquired information from weat her
satellites, the current radiosonde, and the integrated
nmet eor ol ogi cal system for the enploynment of smart weapons
to ensure proper nunition selection and optiml aimng.
The Profiler would also furnish field artillery forces with
current or expected weather conditions along the projectile
trajectory and within the target area. In 2000 the Arny
let the contract for the system to the Environnental
Technol ogies Group of Baltinmore, Maryland, and issued a
devel opnent al schedul e. Operational testing would be in
Fiscal Year (FY) 2002. Production of ninety-two systens
woul d begin in the fourth quarter of FY 2003, and the first
unit equi pnent would be in the first quarter of FY 2004.™°

Progress with the program noved forward in 2001. The
Arnmy changed the acquisition strategy to incorporate a
l[imted user test during the first quarter of FY 2003 with
a mlestone C decision expected for the third quarter of
FY 2003 and fielding to begin in the third quarter of FY
2004, 1
The Bradley Fire Support Vehicle and Striker

Bradl ey Fire Support Vehicle. In 2001 the U S. Arny
Field Artillery School (USAFAS) continued working on
fielding the Bradley Fire Support Vehicle (BFIST) that was
progranmed to be the successor to the M8l Fire Support
Vehicle (FISTV). Late in the 1970s, a U S. Arny Training
and Doctrine Command ( TRADOC) working group, Cl ose Support
Study Group (CSSG) 11, met to optimze observed fire
support for the maneuver forces. Besides reaffirmng the

1592000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), p. 138.

“Emai | msg with atch, subj: Firefinder Q47 and
Profiler, 26 Feb 02, Doc II1-139.
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necessity of the Fire Support Team (FIST) that had been
created in the md-1970s to integrate fire support with the
maneuver arns at the conpany |evel, the group recomended

fielding a nobile fire support vehicle for reliable, secure
communi cati ons. **?

1522000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 138-39.
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After funding becane available early in the 1990s and
after the mneuver arns got their Bradley fighting
vehicles, equipping the Field Artillery with the BFIST
becane a reality and prom sed to solve the problens created
by the MP81 as illustrated by Operation Desert Storm ™ As
of 1995-1996, conbat and materiel devel opers envisioned two
nodel s of BFI ST (the M7 and M/Al) with each being a type-
classified system The M/ would integrate a fire support
m ssi on package onto a Bradley A2 ODS chassi s. The fire
support mssion package initially included a |aser
designator (later renmoved as a requirenent), a ring |aser
gyro and inertial navigation systens, a forward entry
device, a I|lightweight conmputer unit, and associated
conponents to process digital informtion. The M7 BFI ST
woul d al so have a |l aser ranger finder, a global positioning
system a driver's thermal viewer, and a battlefield conbat
identification system (when it becane available) to reduce
the probability of fratricide.™™ Wth a scheduled fielding
in 2004, the MAl1 would be nmore advanced and use a
digitized Bradley MA3 chassis with the fire support
m ssi on package. The M/Al woul d have two second-generation
FLIR sights. The second-generation FLIR on the M/A1 woul d
double the target identification range of the first-
generation FLIR on the M. '®°

153 bid., pp. 140-41.
4 bid., p. 141.

1% bid., pp. 141-43.
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After several years of work on BFIST, the project
manager nodified the acquisition strategy in 1999 for the
M/Al system by initiating an engi neeri ng change proposal to
the M7 BFI ST to develop it to the A3 BFI ST and halted work
on the M/AL. This nmeant that there would not be a M/Al as
initially expected. The A3 BFI ST would be based on a
digitized Bradley M3A3 chassis, would incorporate the W
fire support m ssion package, and woul d be fielded in 2004
to counterattack units, such as the 4th Infantry Division.

Thus, as of 2001, the M/ BFI ST and the A3 BFI ST exi sted as
official Army endeavors to adapt the Bradley fighting

vehicle to fire support m ssi ons. That year, the 3rd
Armored Cavalry Reginment and the Field Artillery Schoo
received the M. The A3 would be fielded shortly

af t erwar ds. °°

2001. *7

Striker. Meanwhile, the Conbat Cbservation Lasing Team
(COLT) also enployed the M81 fire support vehicle.
Besi des lacking nobility and stealth, the M81 had been
desi gned for arnored and nechani zed forces and presented a
uni que signature in forces that wused H gh Mbility
Mul tipurpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMWWs) as their scout
vehicles. In response to this discrepancy, TRADOC approved
a change to the Fire Support Vehicle Operational
Requi rements Document in April 1997, written by the Field

This was based upon successful testing in

Artillery School, to Ileverage fire support vehicle
technol ogy for heavy and light forces. |In the Operational
Requi rements Docunent the Field Artillery School retained

the BFIST for the heavy forces and urged developing a
vehicle with BFIST m ssion capabilities for the COLT by
integrating the fire support mission equipnment package onto
a HMWWW chassi s, known as the Striker. This would provide
the COLT with wunprecedented nobility, flexibility, and
steal th. Also, the Striker would be |ess noticeable

18| bid.; Emmil nsg, subj: BFIST/Striker, 27 Feb 02,

Doc 111-140; Interview, Dastrup with CPT Robert S.
Hribar, Material and Training Integration, FDI C, 19 Feb
02, Doc I11-141; Fact Sheet, subj: Bradl ey Program
Overview, 5-7 Jun 01, Doc I11-142; Fact Sheet, subj:

BFI ST, 2002, Doc I11-143; Meno, subj: None, undated, Doc
111-144.

“"Fact Sheet, subj: Bradl ey Program Overview, 5-7
Jun 01.
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because it would present a common signature, would save
Bradl ey assets for fire support teans, and would | ower
operating costs for the COLT. Based upon its performance
in the Task Force XXl Advanced Warfighting Experiment of
March 1997, the Striker vehicle, as well as the Striker
concept that furnished six Striker vehicles to each heavy
maneuver brigade, was adopted by the US. Arny and was
approved as a Warfighting Rapid Acquisition Program (\WRAP)
by the Chief of Staff of the Arnmy on 14 May 1997. Thi s
meant devel opment and fielding could be accel erated. *®

1582000 USAFACFS ACH, p. 144.
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In July through October 1998 the Arny conducted
custoner testing on a prototype Striker vehicle at the Yuma
Proving Ground, Arizona, as a result of WRAP. Al t hough
testing revealed daytime vision to be good, nighttine
vision failed to neet the requirenents. Equi pped with a
Ground/ Vehicle Laser Locator Designator (G VLLD) with a
first-generation Forward-Looking Infrared (FLIR) thermal
ni ght sight, the Striker l|lacked the ability to see far
enough in the night during testing. Even so, the Arny
approved lowrate initial production on 30 Septenber 1998
with the caveat that the night vision capability had to be
extended to nmeet the requirenent and scheduled the first
maj or test in the second quarter of FY 2000. %

In 1999-2001 several critical events with Striker
occurred. Early in 1999, the Arny type-classified the
system as the M707 Striker and conducted a successful air
drop test to denpbnstrate Striker's ability to be dropped
from an aircraft. Also, the contractor built three
prototypes that went through successful devel opmental and
operational testing in 2000 by the 4th Infantry Division,
whi ch woul d al so be the first unit equi pped. The follow ng
year, the Arny fielded Striker to the 3rd Arnored Cavalry
Regiment, the Held Artillery School, and Arny National
Guard units in South Carolina, Oklahoma, and Arkansas.
Equally inportant, the Arnmy decided to equip the first
Initial Brigade Conmbat Team with Striker in lieu of the
Fire Support Vehicle variant of the Interim Arnored Vehicle
because the latter would not be ready for the brigade's
operational test in 2002. VWhen the first Initial Brigade
Conmbat Team received their Fire Support Vehicle's late in
2002, the Striker would then be available to field another

¥ pid., pp. 144-45.
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uni t. %
The Lightwei ght Laser Designator Rangefinder

%0 bid., p. 145; Interview, Dastrup with Hribar, 19

Feb 02; Emmil msg, subj: BFIST/Striker, 27 Feb 02.
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Early in the 1990s, fire supporters enployed the
Ground/ Vehi cul ar Laser Locator Designator (GVLLD) to | ase
targets for l|ocation and precision-guided nunitions. The
system wei ghed 107 pounds, reduced the nobility of Iight
fire support teans, did not neet their needs, and was not a
man- portable system In response to this situation and the
lack of a man-portable system to designate targets, the
US Any Field Artillery School wote an Operational
Requi rement s Docunent that was approved in February 1994 by
the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) to
replace the GVLLD with the Lightweight Laser Designator
Rangefi nder (LLDR). Al t hough the LLDR remai ned unfunded
for several years, the School still pursued it. Conbining
t echnol ogi cal advances in position/navigation (Precision
Li ght wei ght d obal Positioning System, thermal sights, and
| aser devel opnment, the LLDR would be a |I|ightweight,
conpact, man-portable system designed for disnmounted or
nount ed operati ons. Besi des determ ning range, azimnuth,
and vertical angle, the LLDR would permt light forces to
performfire support functions quickly and accurately on a
fast-paced, |ess dense, and nore |ethal battlefield and
woul d offer the best alternative to the GVLLD. Because of
its nmodular design, it could be readily tailored to the
nm ssion. In its target location configuration the LLDR
wei ghed about twenty pounds and had the ability of |ocating
targets accurately out to ten kilometers and seeing the
battlefield with a near, all-weather capability at shorter

ranges. An integrated thermal night-sight would provide
continuous day/night operations and the ability to see
t hrough obscurants, such as fog and snmoke. |[|f needed, the

LLDR could be configured with a separate | aser designator
nmodul e to designate noving and stationary targets for
precision nmunitions. This configuration would increase the
system s weight to thirty-five pounds. Equally inportant,
the LLDR could be used in training environnments because of
its eye-safe rangefinder.

Al t hough LLDR passed the initial operational test and
evaluation in 2001, testing revealed sone deficiencies.
The Arny developed a corrective action plan; and LLDR
program proceeded to nilestone Il where the Arny nade the
decision to nove into lowrate initial production (LRIP).
The 82nd Airborne Division was scheduled to receive the

1912000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 145-46.
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engi neeri ng, manufacturing, and devel opnent (EMD) and LRIP
production nodels, but the terrorist attacks on 11
Sept enmber 2001 on the World Trade Center in New York City
and the Pentagon influenced the Arnmy to shift fielding
priorities. I nstead, the Special Operations Command was
fielded with the EMD nodels, while the 82nd Airborne
Division and the InterimBrigade Conbat Team were schedul ed
to share sixty-six LRI P nodels. '®

The Gunl ayi ng and Positioning System

%2Emai | nmsg with atch, subj: LLDR, 28 Feb 02, Doc
[11-145; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Karen P. Walters,
Chi ef, Fire Support Programs, Requirenments,

Det ermi nati on, Devel opnents Integration Division (RDDI),
19 Feb 02, Doc I11-146; Fact Sheet, subj: Contracts, 23
Oct 01, Doc I11-147.
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In 2000-2001 the Field Artillery School continued
wor king on the Gun Laying and Positioning System (GLPS).
For years the field artillery battalion provided survey.
This neant that towed howi tzer batteries and MLO9A5 155-nm
sel f-propelled howtzer batteries had to wait for
conventional survey to be furnished by the battalion, which
was time consumng and inefficient, in order to furnish
accurate fires. In light of this, the Field Artillery
School wote an Operation Requirenments Docunent that was
approved by TRADOC in July 1993 for the GLPS. The system
woul d be a tripod-nmounted positioning and orienting device
t hat consisted of a gyroscope, an electronic theodolite, an
eye-safe laser rangefinder, and a Precision Lightweight
G obal Position System Receiver and that would give the
battery autononous positioning and directional capability.

Li ght wei ght and nobile, the GLPS established an orienting
station, allowed the battery commander to position and
orient his howtzers accurately and rapidly, and permtted
retaining the unreliable and old Positioning and Azi muth
Determ ning Systemin reserve as a backup. Based upon its
performance in Task Force XXl Advanced Warfighting
Experiment of March 1997, GLPS was approved to be part of
the Arny's Warfighting Rapid Acquisition Program which
woul d expedite fielding.

After testing was conpleted in 1998 and 1999, the Arny
started fielding GLPS. Fielding began with the active Arny
in 1999 and continued with the Arny National Guard in 2000-
2002. In the neantinme, the growing need to reduce the
amount of work by the survey teamin light units, the Arny
pl anned to expand the nunber of GLPSs from one per battery
to two per battery so that each platoon would have one.
I ncluding a battalion float, each battalion would have
seven GLPSs. '

Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data System

Because Tactical Fire Direction System ( TACFI RE) was
| arge, heavy, and based on 1950s and 1960s technol ogy, the
Arnmy took steps to replace it. |In response to a nmenorandum
of 13 November 1978 fromthe O fice of the Undersecretary
of Defense for Research and Engi neering that authorized a
new conputer for fire support command, control, and

1832000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command History (ACH), pp. 147-48.
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comruni cations, the Arny initiated work on a successor
system that would optim ze operational efficiency, sinplify
trai ning, ease nmai ntenance requirenents, reduce life cycle
costs, and inprove survivability. After additional work
the Arny and the Departnent of Defense (DOD) in 1981
approved devel oping the Advanced Field Artillery Tactical
Dat a System (AFATDS) to replace TACFIRE as part of the Arny
Tactical Command and Control System (ATCCS), which would be
a famly of conputers, peripherals, operating systens,
utilities, and software to support each individual
battlefield operating system

%2000 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 148-49.
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After a decade of work on the hardware and the software
that was fraught with many devel opnental delays, the Arny
decided to field AFATDS but to introduce it increnentally
in versions with each building on the previous to get the
system to the field sooner. On 27 April 1990 the Arny
signed the full-scale devel opnent contract with Magnavox
for version one (later renamed AFATDS 96) software.
Fielded in 1996-1997, version one (AFATDS 96) updated the
sof tware devel oped for the concept eval uation programthat
had been conducted late in 1989, provided initia
functionality at all echelons of fire support from the
corps to platoon level, and integrated field artillery,
nmortar, naval gunfire, and close air support into planning
and execution functions. Version two (later renamed AFATDS
97) software would have nore capabilities than version one
(AFATDS 96), while version three (later renamed AFATDS 00)
woul d have even nore capabilities than the other two
versi ons and woul d nmeet the objective system requirenents. ™

To accommopdat e growi ng requi renents the Arny revanped
t he AFATDS fi el ding schedule in 1996. The Arny planned to
field three different variations of AFATDS version two
bet ween 1997 and 1999 as AFATDS 97, AFATDS 98, and AFATDS
99 and version three AFATDS software in 2000 as AFATDS 00.

Fielded in 1998 after devel opnental delays, AFATDS 97
furni shed corps and echel ons-above-corps functionality,
nodi fi ed MLRS/ Arny Tactical Mssile System (ATACMS) conmand

%% pid., pp. 149-50.
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and control processes, and enabled the Field Artillery to
pl an and execute deep battle operations faster and safer
t han ever before. '

%8 pid., pp. 151-52; Information Paper, subj:
AFATDS, 2000, Doc 111-148.
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As pl anned, AFATDS 98, AFATDS 99 (renaned A99 in 2000),
and AFATDS 00 (renaned AFATDS Version Seven in 2000 to
match Armnmy Battlefield Control System nunbering) provided
addi ti onal capabilities. Schedul ed for release in 1998,
AFATDS 98 would concentrate on U.S. Marine Corps/joint
functionality, meet Departnment of Defense conputing
standards, and facilitate greater interoperability anong
the services. AFATDS 99, scheduled to be released in 1999,
woul d begin the nove toward technical fire direction on a
single platformby building direct interfaces with MRS and
Pal adi n, while AFATDS 00 woul d be the objective system and
woul d be released in 2002. AFATDS 00 software would
automate all specified fire support tasks devel oped at the
Field Artillery School. Mreover, AFATDS woul d operate in
the fire support elenment and fire support coordination
centers of the supported nmaneuver force and field artillery
command posts, fire direction centers, and selected field
artillery elements throughout the command structure to
furnish integrated, responsive, and reliable fire support.*®

After conpleting devel opmental work, the Arny fiel ded
AFATDS 98 that was the first AFATDS software version to
address specific U S. Marine Corps requirenments.'® Once
sof tware deficiencies had been corrected, the Arny fiel ded
AFATDS Version 98 in 2000. During the year, new equi pnent
training teams fielded AFATDS 98 to the 17th Field
Artillery Brigade, the 214th Field Artillery Brigade, the
75th Field Artillery Brigade, the 18th Field Artillery
Bri gade, and the 10th Mountain Division, retrofitted the
82nd Airborne Division Artillery and the 101st Airborne
Division (Air Assault) Artillery, which had received AFATDS
97 in 1998 along with other units, with AFATDS 98, and
furni shed new equi pnent training. By the end of 2001, four

1692000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 151-52.
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battlefield coordi nati on det achnent s, four cor ps
artilleries, seven active conmponent divisions, the 1-37th
Field Artillery of the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team two
fire support el enents/deep operations coordination cells,
and seven field artillery brigades had AFATDS 98.'"*

Y bid.; Interviewwith atchs, Dastrup with WIIliam

Sailers, Dep Dir, TSM FATDS, 20 Feb 02, Doc I11-149;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: AFATDS, 5 Mar 02, Doc I1I1-150.
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As AFATDS 98 was being fielded to these active
conponent units and reserve conponent units, work on AFATDS
A99 continued with a |limted user test early in 2001 and
with a followon test later in the year, but technical
difficulties slowed down devel opnment and pushed fiel ding
back a year from 2001 to 2002.'% Upon conpl eti on AFATDS A99
woul d reorganize and sinplify menus and w ndows, would
stream ine plain text nessage access, woul d enhance alerts,
woul d create shortcuts, and would incorporate technical
fire direction. Utimately, the new capabilities would
permt elimnating the Battery Conputer System (BCS) for
cannon field artillery and Fire Direction System (FDS) for
the Miltiple-Launch Rocket System (MRS). Equal ly as
i nportant, AFATDS A99 would be easier to train on than
AFATDS 98 and would have inproved interoperability with
other Arny Battlefield Control Systenms (ABCS). A99 was
al so scheduled for initial interoperability testing in 2002
with several allied systens including the French ATLAS, the
German Adler, the Italian SIR, and the United Kingdom Bates
as a part of the Artillery Systems Cooperative Activity.'

DEPTH AND SI MULTANEQUS ATTACK BATTLE LABORATORY
Theater Precision Strike Operations Advanced Concept
Technol ogy Denpbnstration

On 21 Novenber 1997 the Departnment of Defense (DOD)
approved the Theater Precision Strike Operations (TPSO
Advanced Concept Technol ogy Denonstration (ACTD) as a new
start for Fiscal Year (FY) 1998 that would run for six
years in response to the Joint Forces Land Conponent
Commander's requirenent for an enhanced capability to
conduct theater precision engagenents and fires. In FYs
1999 and 2000 denonstrations and exercises evaluated
exi sting hardware and software applications and energing
technol ogies on a synthetic battlefield that incorporated
live, wvirtual, and constructive sinulations to provide

1722000 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 154-55.
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operational -l evel warfighting capabilities that would
i nprove the strike planning process, would expand shared
situational awareness, would increase joint and conbi ned
i nteroperability, and woul d i mprove transition to
reinforcenent. At the sane tine the denonstrations woul d
provide |eave-behind capabilities with US. forces in
Kor ea. *™

1741997 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), p. 63;
Email msg with atch, subj: BL History, 1 Mar 02, Doc III-
155; Email nsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000

Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01, Doc I11-172, 2000
USAFACFS ACH; Emmil msg with atch, subj: TSPO History
Piece, 8 Mar 00, Doc I11-136, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Fact
Sheet, subj: Theater Precision Strike Operations, Apr 99,
Doc 111-137, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Record,
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In 2000 the Depth and Sinmultaneous Attack Battle
Laboratory <continued its efforts to refine tactics,
techni ques, and procedures (TTP) and TPSO systens and
furni shed extensive support in key exercises (Foal Eagle;
Reception, Staging, Onward Movenent, and |Integration;

Summer Exercise and U chi Focus Lens). These exercises
provi ded an opportunity to display new capabilities and to
assess the application utility. The new capabilities

provi ded automated nethods for deconflicting airspace,
updating information on approved target nom nations,
perform ng predictive battle damage assessnent, and
visualizing terrain.'®

The Battle Laboratory also continued to enhance the
interoperability of forces supporting the United States
Force, Korea (USFK) m ssion in 2001. I nterfaces between
Army and Air Force systens were being devel oped to enhance
del i berate targeting and tinme critical targeting processes.
Efforts were made (and would continue to be nade) to
connect with U'S. Marine Corps systens for theater
visibility and to enhance their inter-service processes.
Work also continued to co-host the Arny Deep Operations
Coordi nation System on the d obal Comand and Control
System - Korea for the Theater and d obal Command and
Control System - Army for other Army forces.'®

The Battle Laboratory continued to integrate entity-
| evel fire support sinmulation into the Corps Battle

Emgi|l nmsg with atch, subj: BL History, 1 Mar 02;
Email nsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000 Annual
Command Hi story, 20 Apr O01.
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Sinmulation to inprove training of fire support tasks during
the Korean exercises and the Theater Precision Strike
Operati ons Advanced Concept Technol ogy Denonstration. The
effort included initiatives to allow tactical comrand and
control systenms to communicate with sinulations and to
field the Fire Support Sinulation Trainer to Korea and
updates to sinulation nmodels. !’

Fire Support Conbi ned Arms Tactical Trainer

YEmai|l msg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01; Emamil msg with atch,
subj: TSPO Hi story Piece, 8 Mar 00.



217

After the last of thirty-four Fire Support Conbined
Arms Trai ner (FSCATT) MLO9A5 variants had been fielded in
2000, the Gunnery Departnent received the first three of
four FSCATTs on 11 Septenber 2001 with the fourth schedul ed
to be received in April 2002. One nonth |ater on 26
Cct ober 2001, the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack Battle
Laboratory held a FSCATT MLO9A6 variant ribbon cutting
cerenmony hosted by the Assistant Conmandant of the Field
Artillery School, Brigadier General David D. Ral ston.!’®

On 24 August 2001, in the nmeantine, L3 Link
Communi cati ons unveil ed and denonstrated a towed how tzer
simul ati on device known as the Fire Support Conbi ned Arnmns
Tactical Trainer-Towed (FSCATT-T). L3 Link Communications
funded the devel opnment effort and nodified FSCATT software
to interface with the Forward Observer Trainer and the Van
Halteren Metall Appended Training Device. Van Hal teren
Metal I, who had produced and fiel ded how tzer crew trainers
in several European countries, nodified a Netherlands Arny
howi t zer crew trainer device to interface with the towed
ML98 155-mm  howitzer carriage. The FSCATT-T net
previously unfunded requirenments for training towed
artillery units, including the direct support battalion in
the Initial/InterimBrigade Conbat Team The denonstrated
FSCATT-T exceeded the requirenents detailed in the FSCATT
Oper ati onal Requirenment Docunent, dated 25 March 1993. The
FSCATT-T, as currently configured, had application to both
the ML98 and XMr77 towed 155-nmm howi tzers. Furthernore,
because ML98 howitzer units were scheduled to transition to
the XM777, their FSCATT-T training devices could be renoved
fromthe M98 carriage and mated to the XM/77 carriage with
nom nal nodifications. A total of eighty FSCATT-Ts would

be required to field all artillery units. A platoon set
of FSCATT-T trainers per battalion would facilitate
"training to fire" and not "firing to train" in towed
artillery units. !’

Y8Emai | nmsg with atch, subj: BL History, 1 Mar 02,
Doc |11-155.
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Future Fires Command and Control Concept Eval uati on Program

From 22 May 2000 to 9 June 2000 and 18 Cctober 2000 to
3 Novenber 2000, the Future Fires Conmand Control (F2C2)
Concept Eval uation Program (CEP) conducted experinents at
the Depth and Sinmultaneous Attack Battle Laboratory to
exam ne operational systens and personnel requirenents for
the organi zational transformation (separating conmand from
fire control) and effects managenment (effects-based fires
and the assessnment of the Fires and Effects Coordination
Cell) in the InterimBrigade Conbat Team (1 BCT), which were
two key tenets of the US. Arny Field Artillery Vision.
The experinment enployed a fires test bed to provide the
operational setting for the experinmentation. The test bed
consi sted of two command post vehicle nock-ups, a surrogate
battl e command system and a crew access unit for voice
comruni cati on. An interactive sinmulation furnished the
synthetic theater of war (STOWN environnent set in a Bal kan
scenario. The STOW was established using four simulation
systens: The Joint Conflict and Tactical Simulation (JCATS)
t hat sinul ated maneuver, engineer, army aviation, and cl ose
air support systems; FIRESIM XXI for fire support systens;
the Extended Air Defense Sinmulation (EADSIM for
intelligence and reconnai ssance information from echel ons
above division; and the Miltiple Unified Simulation
Environment (MJSE) that was an unmanned aerial vehicle
simul ation for brigade-level reconnai ssance. These systens
interacted with the surrogate battle command system Future
Fires Decision Support System (F2DSS), designed for this
experiment to support execution of future fires concepts.
Pl ayer-controller cells provided the stinmulation to the
conmand posts and conducted operations fromthe JCATS and
FI RESI M XXI wor kst ations. *®

In a series of vignettes designed to replicate
Stability and Support Operations (SASO) and Maj or Theater
of War (MIW operations in the Bal kans, the |aboratory
eval uated the procedures for information nanagenent at the
| BCT Fires and Effects Coordination Cell (FECC) and for the
usability and functionality of the F2DSS. The F2DSS was
enpl oyed in a networked environnent that allowed all users
to operate from a common operational picture that was

8Emgi | nmsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab |Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01, Doc I11-172, 2000
USAFACFS ACH; Email msg with atch, subj: BL History, 1
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popul ated by a distributed database, which included a set
of graphical decision-making tools for planning and
executing battl e managenent functions (situational
awar eness, distributed planning, and terrain analysis).
Battl e Laboratory | eaders anticipated that stream ining and
flatteni ng organi zati ons conbi ned with enabling information
t echnol ogi es woul d i nprove performance by pronoting shared
situation understanding, inproving asset visibility and
sensor-weapon pairings, and elimnating redundancy in the
tactical fire control process to decrease sensor to shooter
tinme. The insights gained from the experinent supported
this and, in particular, highlighted the inportance of
linking intelligence, targeting, and attack assets
avai |l able to the |BCT. '

BlEmai | nmsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab |Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01; Emamil msg with atch,
subj: BL History, 1 Mar 02.



220

In summary, the IBCT FECC structure and functions were
realigned after the first experinment and validated in the
second experinment, such that effects-based fires were
generated by the FECC as it controlled cannon, rocket,
attack aviation, and close air support lethal effects and
el ectronic warfare and psychol ogi cal operations non-1ethal
ef fects. The F2DSS conmmon operational picture inproved
battlefield visualization and facilitated distributed
operations, allowing conmmand posts to share information
essential to mssion acconplishnent. The use of this
advanced technology permtted the staffs to shift their
focus from information gathering and updating to
col | aborati on and probl em sol vi ng. *®
Striker 1|1

The Striker Il Concept Experinmentation Program (CEP)
for Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 provided the Brigade Conmbat Team
(BCT) with a Commpn Reconfigurable Sensor System (CRSS)
that would be integrated with the Arny Battle Command
System (ABCS) and | ong-range (50 to 100 km) hi gh-frequency
radi o conmuni cati on systens. This CEP was designed to
validate the concept and the achievable accuracy of a
common, stabilized, multi-sensor G nbal and to denonstrate
t he | ong-range capabilities of data and I magery
transm ssi on. A CRSS-equi pped vehicle would support
accurate long-range targeting and high-speed data and
i mgery communication to the Initial Brigade Conbat Team
(I BCT) Tactical Operations Center (TOC) and the Fires
Ef fect Control Center (FECC) to neet |BCT requirenents for

%2Emmi|l nmsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
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targeting, Dbattlefield information, and fire support
coor di nati on. '

183 pi d.
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The Striker 11 system consisted of the follow ng
conponents. The radar was the AN PPS-5C WManportable
Surveillance and Target Acquisition Radar (MSTAR). MSTAR
was a conbat-proven, battlefield radar system for detecting
and locating noving targets and for adjusting artillery
fire. It had the ability to detect a wal king man out to
seven kilometers, a single small vehicle up to fifteen
kil ometers, and one |arger vehicle to a maxi mum of twenty-
four kilometers. The target |ocation error at twenty-two
kilometers was fifty neters. The second-generation FLIR

was a lightweight, self-contained, day/night thernal
i magi ng device using an advanced sensor and a solid state
t hernmoel ectric cooler. It could operate in adverse
battlefield scenarios, including light foliage, snpke,

dust, and canoufl age, at ranges up to ten kilonmeters. The
second-generation FLIR would not only provide substanti al
i ncreased range per f or mance and decr eased t ar get
acquisition tinme conpared to first-generation FLIRs but

al so provide a mjor contribution to digitizing the
battlefield through i mage transfer and automation. '
The Striker Il would furnish added value to warfighters

by giving the forward observer an enhanced capability to
see the 3-D battlefield at a greater depth with nore detai

in day or night at ranges greater than forty Kkiloneters.
The increased capabilities supported the |IBCT requirenent
for informati on dom nance across a unilateral battl espace

with real-tine targeting data. It was inportant to note
that the current observer capabilities were limted to
daytime and good weather. This package of sensors

supported a nore proactive planning, execution, and attack
of targets of opportunity. The Harris radi o denonstrated
that voice, digital, and imgery and digital nessages could
be communi cated over a |long distance. Meeting the needs of
an IBCT force would require a change to high-frequency
radio for the forward observer. Field artillery observers
woul d need to provide fire support on a non-Ilinear area of
operations where an observer m ght be several mles from

%Email nmsg with atch, subj: BL History, 1 Mar 02.
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the fire support command and control . '
GUARDFI ST 11 Upgrade
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During 2000 and 2001, the Depth and Sinmultaneous Attack
Battl e Laboratory participated in the devel opnent of an
Engi neering Change Proposal for the Guard Unit Arnory
Device Full-Crew Interactive Simulation Training Field
Artillery (GUARDFIST 11). The GUARDFIST Il training system
wer e designed to provide a portable system for one student
and one instructor, who were designated GUARDFI ST Il (1:1),
and a classroom system for thirty students and one
instructor, who were designated GUARDFI ST Il (1:30). Both
systens had been successfully fielded and were perform ng
their intended functions. As with many equi pnent types,
operational experience and advanced technology helped
define potential inprovenents. Upgrades to the GUARDFI ST
Il woul d be docunented in the form of an Engi neering Change
Proposal (ECP). The changes would be structured to provide
a definable baseline for the existing GUARDFIST Il (1:1)
system and the enhanced GUARDFIST Il (1:4) system *®

The system woul d consist of an upgraded GUARDFI ST 11
(1:1) conputer cabinet, a liquid crystal display (LCD)
pr oj ect or, portable projection screen, st udent and
i nstructor binoculars, instructor color nonitor, instructor
track ball or nouse, printer, keyboard, speakers, transit
cases, and associ ated cabl es. The enhanced GUARDFI ST |1
(1:1) would utilize a state-of-the-art personal conputer
coupled with a LCD projector to present the GUARDFI ST 11
scenes, targets, and related training information to the
students on a large screen simlar to the present GUARDFI ST
Il A cl assroom systens. The students woul d view the scene
with binoculars and interface with the instructor and
system using verbal conmmands or the digital interface
device (DWVD), forward entry device (FED), handheld term na
unit (HTU), or ruggedi zed handhel d conputer interface. The
conputer enhancenents woul d provide the operating system
software and CD-ROM capability for additional training
opportunities in the form of existing CD ROM based training
courses and ot her graphic files that could furnish views of

1%Emmi | nsg with atch, subj: BL History, 1 Mar 02,
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previ ously unoccupi ed areas to be used for rehearsals.®
Forward CObserver Exercise Sinmulation

87] bi d.



226

On 14 Decenber 2000 the Depth and Sinmultaneous Attack
Battl e Laboratory staffed the Forward Observer Exercise
Simul ati on (FOXS) operational requirenments docunent and
system training plan (STRAP) worldw de for comments. The
FOXS would ©provide quality training for Mlitary
Occupational Speciality (MOS) 13F skill levels 1-3 as well
as being a common task trainer for all soldiers. The
system would be high-level architecture interoperable.
FOXS could operate in a stand-alone node to train one to
thirty students in an institutional training environnment or
could operate at unit-level to train four forward observers
wi thout the use of live anmmunition. FOXS woul d operate
with the Fire Support Conmbined Arms Tactical Trainer
(FSCATT) to train field artillery units in collective tasks

in a conbined arnms environment. FOXS would be
interoperable with other conbined arns tactical trainers
locally and via |ong-haul networks. FOXS woul d nonitor

performance and provide feedback in accordance with the
Standard Arnmy Action Review System FOXS would also
support institutional training at the US. Arny Field
Artillery School and sustainnment training in all active,
reserve, and National Guard units. The FOXS operati onal
requi renments docunent and STRAP were forwarded to U. S. Arny
Training and Doctrine Command headquarters for additional
staffing on 28 March 2001. %
Battl efield Coordination Detachnment Deep Operations and
Coordi nati on Cell Conference

During 28-30 March 2000, the Depth and Sinmnultaneous
Attack Battle Laboratory hosted the annual Battlefield
Coordi nati on Detachment (BCD)/Deep Operations Coordi nation
Cell (DOCC) Conference in Snow Hall with attendees com ng
from nunmerous Arny nmaj or conmands and j oi nt organi zati ons.
Thi s annual conference provided an excellent venue for
exchangi ng ideas and discussing issues that affected the
performance and capabilities of the BCDs, and the 2000
conference was expanded to include corps- and arny-I|evel
DOCCs. The enphasis of this year's conference was the
application of local tactics, techniques, and procedures
(TTP); user needs; joint fires; and digital integration.®

Attendees to the conference briefed their |ocal TTPs

1%8Emmi | nmsg with atch, subj: BL History, 1 Mar 02,
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and joint exercise experience and made recomendati ons for
changes in doctrine, materiel, and training. Arny joint
operations briefings were conducted by the Intelligence and
Field Artillery Centers, including appropriate U S. Arny
Tr ai ni ng and Doctri ne Conmmand system manager
representatives. Joint and other service representatives
al so conducted briefings on Arny and joint specific
subj ect s. The issues raised during the conference were
provided to the appropriate organizations for review and
action and would furnish the foundation for the 2001
conf erence. During the neeting, the Field Artillery
Proponency Office announced that the tables of equipnent
changes woul d not take effect until Fiscal Year 2001.*%°
Battle Sinulation Center

199 pi d.



228

The Battle Sinmulation Center provided Janus and BBS
exerci se support to the Captains Career Course, the Oficer
Basic Course, the Warrant O ficer Advanced Course, the
Warrant Officer Basic Course, the Basic Noncomm ssioned
Officer Course, the Advanced Nonconm ssioned Officer
Course, and the Battle Staff Nonconm ssioned O ficer Course
t hat was conducted in conjunction with the Sergeant Major's
Acadeny. The Field Artillery Brigades of the |1l Arnored
Corps Artillery conducted sinulated training events using
Fire Sim XXI nodel, the Fire Support Sinulations Tool
(FSST), and the Digital Battlestaff Sustainnment Trainer
(DBST). Additionally, the center supported Arny Nati onal
Guard units from Okl ahoma and New Hanpshire using the DBST
nodel . Research efforts conducted by the Depth and
Si nul t aneous Attack Battle Laboratory were supported using
t he FSST and DBST nopdel s. Exanpl es of the study efforts
included the Future Fires Command and Control Concept
Eval uation Program (CEP) and the Future Conbat System CEP

The Battle Sinulation Center furnished a total of 133 days
of training support to the Field Artillery School and 49
training days to Ill Arnored Corps Artillery. The Center
provided training for 6,442 students and soldiers during
Fi scal Year 2001. '

Armmy Joint Targeting Requirenments Effort

Headquarters, Departnent of the Arny, Ofice of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations (ODCSOPS) designated
the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack Battle Laboratory in
Fi scal Year 2002 as the action agent in conducting the Arny
Joi nt Targeting Requirenments effort. The Battle Laboratory
woul d lead an integrated effort to devel op an Arny strategy
for determining Arny joint targeting requirenments and
recomrendations for the digital technologies and systens
needed to neet those requirenments. The effort would focus
at the arnmy, corps, and division headquarters operating as
a joint task force, functional, or service conponent
headquarters. The team would have responsibility for
devel oping positions on issues regarding Arny joint
targeting across al | doctri ne, training, | eader
devel opnent, organi zation, materiel, and soldier support
ar eas. O fice of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Prograns
(ODCSPRO) woul d work in partnership with the team and woul d
represent the Arnmy on Arny joint targeting issues in the
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Department of the Army and joint forums where appropriate.
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The Arny Joint Targeting Requirenents project would be
acconpl i shed over a two-year period and would involve two

phases with a total of five key tasks. Phase one would
i nvol ve conpleting tasks one through three. Phase two
woul d synthesize the informati on gathered in phase one to
exam ne the next level of detail, particularly the systens
| evel architectures. Al t hough phase two was unfunded,
efforts were underway within the Departnment of the Arny to
identify a funding source to conplete the project. The

final outcome of phase two would provide ODCSOPS wth
information and supporting docunentation required to
determine Army joint targeting requirenments and assist
ODCSOPS in representing the Army at the joint requirenments
oversi ght council and in various nenorandum of agreenent
di scussi ons. '

Net Fires

Duri ng 2001, Net Fi res t echnol ogy denonstrati on
conti nued developing a famly of small, container-I|aunched
mssiles to provide nmassive, responsive, preci si on

firepower early in a conflict and was a key elenent
supporting beyond-1line-of-sight engagenents for the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA)/Arny Future
Conbat System program Net Fires woul d be designed for a
| ow | ogi stics burden and low |ife-cycle cost. A single C
130 could deliver a shipping container with 150 NetFires
m ssiles that would be capable of engaging 150 separate
targets up to 200 kil oneters away. The system woul d be
shipped in its launching container, would require no
addi tional |aunch support equipnment, and could be fired
remotely from trucks or a variety of other platforns.
NetFires rounds would be ready to fire immediately,
resulting in a much higher potential rate of fire than
would be possible with current howitzers or mssile
| aunchers. Net Fires technologies would drive the Arny's
Future Conmbat System concept that envisioned the use of
forces rapidly deployed by air and sea that would need to
call upon precision, responsive firepower guided by beyond-
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t he- hori zon targeting. '
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Net Fires concept definition began in 1998, and detail ed
design for both mssile variants was conpleted in 2000. In
2001 the concept was in the conponent devel opnent phase
with two major contractors, Lockheed-Martin and Rayt heon,
working in parallel. In 2001 a variable thrust notor, a
key enabling technol ogy, and a | auncher were tested. Work
continued to produce two seeker types (LADAR an UCIR) and
to code software for automatic target recognition. Testing
would continue to verify the operation of the variable
thrust notor, which has successfully denonstrated maxi num
f1ight-duration-notor bur n- tinmes. Bot h m ssile
contractors have successfully conducted their first boost
test vehicle |aunches and were conducting seeker captive
flight tests and extensive w nd tunnel tests. Ai rdrop
tests of the loitering attack munition would occur in the
sunmer of 2002. Sonme of the capabilities of this system
were nmodeled in the Arnmy Advanced Warfighting Experinent
1999 and DARPA Future Conbat System Experinment 2001. A
high fidelity simulation nodel of NetFires would be part of
t he next Future Conbat System Experinent in 2002.'%

199 pi d.
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LI ST OF ACRONYMS

ABCS, Arny Battlefield Control System

AC, Active Conponent/Assi stant Conmandant

ACAT, Acquisition Category

ACCP, Army Correspondence Course Program

ACH, Annual Command Hi story

ACR, Arnored Caval ry Regi nent

ACTD, Advanced Concept Technol ogy Denpnstration
ADLP, Army Di stance Learning Plan

ADT, Active Duty Training

AECP, Arny Experinmental Canpaign Pl an

AFATDS, Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data System
AG, Adjutant GCeneral

AGR, Active Guard Reserve

AHR, Annual Historical Review

Al T, Advanced I ndividual Training

ALO, Aut horized Level of Organization

ARARNG, Arkansas National Guard

ARNG, Arny National Guard

ASARC, Arny System Acquisition Review Counci l
ASAS, All-source Analysis System

ASI, Additional Skill Identifier

ATACMS, Arny Tactical Mssile System

ATACS, Advanced Target Acquisition Counterfire System
ATC, Artillery Training Center

ATCAS, Advanced Towed Cannon System

ATCCS, Arny Tactical Command and Control System
ATDL, Armmy Training Digital Library
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ATLAS, Advanced Technol ogy Light Artillery System

ATLDP, Arny Training and Leader Devel opnent Panel

ATTD, Advanced Technol ogi cal Transition Denpnstration

AUSA, Association of the United States Arny

AVE, Advanced Warfighting Experi nent

BASOPS, Base Operations

BAT, Brilliant Antiarnmor Submunition

BAT P3I, BAT Prepl anned Product | nprovenent

BCD, Battlefield Coordination Detachnment

BCPT, Battle Command Post Training

BCS, Battery Conputer System

BCT, Brigade Conbat Team

BFI ST, Bradley Fire Support Vehicle

BNCOC, Basi c Noncommi ssi oned Officer Course

BOLC, Basic Officer Leaders Course

BRAC, Base Real ignment and Cl osure

41, Command, Control, Conmunications, Conputers, and
Intelligence

C4l SR, Command, Control, Conmuni cat i ons, Conput ers,
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnai ssance

CABCC, Conbined Arns Battl e Command Course

CALC, Combi ned Arns Leader Course

CALL, Center for Arny Lessons Learned

CAS3, Combi ned Arns Services Staff School

CATA, Conmbined Arnms Training Activity

CATS, Combined Arns Training Strategy

CCC, Captains Career Course

CEP, Concept Evaluation Progranf Concept Experinmentation
Program

CG, Commandi ng Cener al

CGS, Command Ground Station

CGSC, Command and General Staff Coll ege

CMF, Career Managenent Field

COB, Command Operating Budget

COLT, Combat Observation Lasing Team

CONUS, Continental United States

CPT PME, Captain Professional MIlitary Education

CRSS, Common Reconfi gurabl e Sensor System

CSSG, Cl ose Support Study G oup

CTC, Conbat Training Center

DA, Departnent of the Arny

DAB, Defense Acquisition Board

DAC, Deputy Assistant Commandant/ Departnent of the Arny
Civilian

DAI G, Departnment of the Arny Inspector General

DARPA, Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
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DAVWE, Division Advanced Warfighting Experinment

DBST, Digital Battlestaff Sustainnment Training

DCA, Directorate of Conmunity Activities

DCD, Directorate of Conbat Devel opnments

DCG, Deputy Commandi ng Gener al

DCP, Directorate of Civilian Personnel

DCST, Deputy Chief of Staff for Training

DL, Di stance Learning

DVD, Digital Message Device

DOC, Directorate of Contracting

DOCC, Deep Operations Coordination Cell

DOD, Departnent of Defense

DOM Directorate of Information Managenent

DOL, Directorate of Logistics

DPI CM Dual - I nproved Conventional Muinition

DPTM Directorate of Plans, Training, and Mobilization

DPW Directorate of Public Wrks

DRM Directorate of Resource Managenent

DTAC, Digital Training Access Center

DTE, Directorate of Training and Eval uation

DTLOMS, Doctrine, Training, Leader Devel opnent,
Organi zation, Materiel, and Sol diers

DTRA, Defense Threat Reducti on Agency

EADSI M Extended Air Defense Sinulation

ECC, Effects Coordination Cell

ECP, Engi neering Change Proposal

EDTM Enlisted Distribution Target Mbdel

EMD, Engi neering and Manufacturing Devel opnent

ER, Extended Range

FA, Field Artillery

FACCC, Field Artillery Captains Career Course

FADAC, Field Artillery Digital Automated Conputer

FAOAC, Field Artillery Oficer Advance Course

FAOBC, Field Artillery Oficer Basic Course

FAS, Field Artillery School

FAST, Future Army School s Training

FATC, Field Artillery Training Center

FBCB2, Force Battle Conmmand Bri gade and Bel ow

FCS, Future Conmbat System

FDC, Fire Direction Center

FDI C, Futures Devel opnment and Integration Center

FDS, Fire Direction System

FDSWS, Future Direction Support Wapon System

FDTE, Force Devel opment Test and Eval uati on

FECC, Fire Effects Coordination Cell

FED, Forward Entry Device
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FF, Firefinder

F2C2, Future Fires Conmmand Contr ol

F2DSS, Future Fires Decision Support System

FI ST, Fire Support Team

FI STV, Fire Support Vehicle

FLI R, Forward Looking Infrared

FLOT, Forward Line of Troops

FM Field Manual

FORSCOM U.S. Arny Forces Command

FOTE, Foll owon Test and Eval uati on

FOX, Forward Observer Exercise Sinulation

FSC, Fire Support Center

FSCAOD, Fire Support and Conmbi ned Arns Operations
Depart nment

FSCATT, Fire Support Combi ned Arns Tactical Trainer

FSCATT-T, Fire Support Conbined Arms Tactical Trainer-Towed

FSC3, Fire Support Conmmand, Control, and Comruni cati ons

FSE, Fire Support El enent

FSO, Fire Support O ficer

FSST, Fire Support Sustainnment Tool

FSTS, Fire Support Training Strategy

FTX, Field Training Exercise

FY, Fiscal Year

GAO, Ceneral Accounting Ofice

GD, Gunnery Depart nment

G T, Gender-integrated Training

GLCM G ound-Launched Cruise Mssile

GLPS, Gun Laying Positioning System

GPS, d obal Positioning System

GSM Ground Station Mdul e

GSU, Garrison Support Unit

GUARDFI ST |1, Guard Unit Arnory Device-Full-Crew
I nteractive Sinmulation Trainer II

GVLLD, Ground/ Vehicul ar Laser Locator Designator

HCT, Howitzer Crew Trainer

HI MARS, High Mobility Artillery Rocket System

HI PE, Howi tzer |nprovenent Program and Enhancenents

HVMWW, High Mobility Miltipurpose Weel ed Vehicle

HQ Headquarters

HQDA, Headquarters, Departnent of the Arny

HSOT, Howi tzer Strap on Trainer

HTU, Handhel d Term nal Unit

HVAC, Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning

| AV, Interim Arnored Vehicle

| BCT, Initial/lnterimBrigade Conbat Team

| DT, Inactive Duty
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| ET, Initial Entry Training

| FCS, Inproved Fire Control System

| FSAS, Interim Fire Support Automated System/Initial Fire
Support Autonmated System

| LMS, | nproved Launcher Mechanical System

IM, Interactive Miultinedia Instruction

| NF, | nternedi at e- Range Nucl ear Forces

| OC, Installation Operations Center

| OTE, Initial Operational Test and Eval uation

| PDS, | nproved Positioning Determ ning System

| RR, I ndividual Ready Reserve

JCATS, Joint Conflict and Tactical Sinmnulation

JCF AVWE, Joint Contingency Force Advanced Warfighting
Experi ment

JRTC, Joint Readiness Training Center

JSTARS, Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System

LASI P, Light Artillery System | nprovenent Program

LCD, Liquid Crystal Display

LLDR, Lightweight Laser Designator Rangefi nder

LRIP, Lowrate Initial Production

LW Li ght wei ght

MACS, Modul ar Artillery Charge System

MAPS, Mbdul ar Azi muth Positioning System

METL, M ssion Essential Task List

MCOM U S. Arny Mssile Command

MLRS, Multi ple-Launch Rocket System

MOA, Menorandum of Agreement

MOS, Mlitary Occupati onal Specialty

MSTAR, MLRS Smart Tactical Rocket/ Manportable Surveill ance
and Target Acquisition System

MIP, M ssion Training Plan

MIT, Mobile Training Team

MIW WMaj or Theater War

MJUSE, Multiple Unified Sinulation Environnment

NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organi zation

NCO, Noncomm ssioned O ficer

NCOA, Nonconm ssioned O ficer Acadeny

NCOES, Noncomm ssi oned O ficer Education System

NEPA, National Environnental Policy Act

NET, New Equi pnrent Trai ni ng

NETD, New Equi pment Trai ni ng Det achment

NETT, New Equi pnment Training Team

NOTT, New Organi zation Training Team

NTC, National Training Center

OAC, O ficer Advance Course

OBC, O ficer Basic Course
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OBCT, Officer Basic Course Training

OCONUS, CQutside Continental United States

ODCSPRO, O fice of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Prograns

ODCSOPS, O fice of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations

ODS, Operation Desert Shield/ Operation Desert Storm

OES, O ficer Education System

ORD, Operational Requirenents Docunent

OSD, O fice of the Secretary of Defense

OSIA, On-Site Inspection Agency

OSUT, One Station Unit Training

PCC, Precommand Course

PCS, Permanent Change of Station

PEO, Program Executive O ficer

PERSCOM Per sonnel Command

Pl, Product | nprovenent

PM Program Manager

PO, Program of Instruction

POM Program Objective Menorandum

POV, Privately Owmned Vehicle

P31, Preplanned Product | nprovenent

PSYOP, Psychol ogi cal Operations

RAM Random Access Menory

RAMS, Rocket and M ssile Systens

RC, Reserve Conponent

RDDI, Requirenments Determ nation, Devel opnents |ntegration

RFPI, Rapid Force Projection Initiative

RFPI ACTD, Rapid Force Projection Initiative Advanced
Concept Technol ogy Denpnstration

RSTA, Reconnai ssance, Surveillance, and Target Acquisition

RTI, Regional Training Institute

SADARM Sense-and- Destroy Arnmor Minition

SASO, Stability and Support Operations

SATS, Standard Arny Training System

SI NCGARS, Si ngl e-channel Ground and Airborne Radio System

SME, Subj ect Matter Expert

SOSR, Suppression, Obscuration, Secure, and Reduce

SSC, Smal | -scal e Contingency

SSM Surface-to-Surface Mssile

ST, Special Text

STOW Synthetic Theater of War

STRAP, System Trai ni ng Pl an

TACFI RE, Tactical Fire Direction System

TAD, Towed Artillery Digitization

TADSS, Training Aids, Devices, Sinulators and Sinulations

TASS, Total Arny School System The Arny School System

TATS, Total Army Training System
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TCM Trajectory Correctable Munition
TDA, Tables of Distribution and All owances
TDY, Tenporary Duty
TELS, Transporters, Erectors, and Launchers
TF, Task Force
TNET, Tel econmuni cations Satellite Network
TOC, Tactical Operations Center
TPSO, Theater Precision Strike Operations
TRADOC, U.S. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmand
TRAP, TRADOC Renedi al Action Program
TSC, Training Service Center
TSM TRADOC System Manager
TSP, Training Support Package
TSSAM Tri-Service Stand-off Attack Mssile
TTP, Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures
USACGSC, U.S. Arny Conmand and General Staff Coll ege
USAFAC, U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center
USAFACFS, U. S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
USAFACS, U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and School
USAFAS, U.S. Arny Field Artillery School
USAFATC, U.S. Arny Field Artillery Training Center
USAG, U.S. Arny Garrison
USAOTEC, U.S. Arny Operational Test and Eval uati on Command
USAR, U. S. Arny Reserve
USFK, United States Forces, Korea
USMC, U.S. Marine Corps
VSEL, Vickers Shipbuilding and Engineering Limted
VTC, Video Training Conference
VTT, Video Tel etraining
W DD, Warfighting Integration and Devel opnment Directorate
WRAP, Warfighting Rapid Acquisition Program
APPENDI X ONE
STUDENT PRODUCTION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

Cour se Initial Input Gr aduat es
FA Captai ns Career Course 365 364
FA O ficer Basic Course 729 712
Basi ¢ Nonconmmi ssioned O ficer

Cour ses 486 468
Advanced Nonconmmi ssioned O ficer

Cour ses 422 416

Primary Leader Devel opnent

Cour ses 785 744
Battl e Staff Noncomm ssi oned

O ficer Course 50 48
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Tot al 2,837 2,752
US. Arny Field Artillery Training

Center (Basic Combat Training,

One Station Unit Training,

Advanced I ndi vi dual Training, and

U. S. Marines) 19, 408 17, 859
Grand Total for FY 2001 22,245 20, 611

Source: Email nmsg with atch, subj: Production Statistics
for FATC during FY2001, 28 Feb 02, Doc I11-57; Email nsg
with atch, subj: Student Production Statistics for FAOBC
and FACCC, 4 Mar 02, Doc |1-58; Email nmsg with atch, subj:
Production Statistical Report, 19 Mar 02, Doc 11-59; Enuil
msg with atch, subj: AIT Production Statistics, 20 Mar 02,
Doc I|1-60.

APPENDI X TWO
KEY TRAI NI NG COMVAND PERSONNEL

Commandant and Chief of Field Artillery:
MG Toney Stricklin, 11 Aug 99-23 Aug 01
MG M chael D. Maples, 23 Aug 01-present
Assi stant Conmmandant U.S. Arny Field Artillery School and
Deputy Commandi ng Gener al - Tr ai ni ng:
BG WIliamF. Engel, 5 Oct 99-11 Cct 01
BG David C. Ral ston, 11 COct O01-present
Chief of Staff, Training Conmand/ Commander of the 30th FA
Regi ment :
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COL M chael T. Madden, 16 Jun 00-present
Commander, U. S. Arny Field Artillery Training Center:

COL T. O Donnell, 20 Jun 00-present
Commandant, Nonconm ssioned O ficers Acadeny:

CSM Joseph W Stanley, 21 Jun 00-21 Jun 01

CSM C. McPherson, 21 Jun 01-present
Director, Futures Devel opnent Integration Center

COL M chael Cuff, 1 Oct 01-present
Di rector, Gunnery Departnment:

COL Thomas G Waller, Jr., Nov 98-Jul 01

COL Stephen D. Mtchell, Jul 01-present
Director, Fire Support and Conmbi ned Arns Operations

Depart nent :

COL L.G Swartz, Jul 00-present
Qual ity Assurance O fice:

Dr Phyllis Robertson, 1 Oct 01-present
Note: On 1 October 2001 Training Command created the
Futures Devel opnment Integration Center and the Quality
Assurance O fice. To create the Futures Devel opnent
I ntegration Center, the Command abolished the Directorate
of Conbat Devel opnments and nerged it with some of the
Warfighting Integration Devel opment Directorate.

APPENDI X THREE
KEY USAFACFS PERSONNEL

Commandi ng General / Commandant of U. S. Arny Field Artillery
School / Chief of Field Artillery:
MG Toney Stricklin, 11 Aug 99-23 Aug 01
MG M chael D. Maples, 23 Aug 01-present
Chief of Staff:
COL David C. Ralston, 13 Jul 99-22 Mar 01
COL R A Cline, 22 Mar 01-present
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Deputy Commandi ng Gener al - Nati onal Guard:
BG D. McCall, Cct 98-Feb 01
COL David Greer, May O01-present
Garrison Conmander
COL R A Cline, Jun 99-Mar 01
COL G Steuber, Apr 01-present
Director, Directorate of Conmmunity Activities:
Randy B. Cone, Jan 00-present
Director, Directorate of Civilian Personnel:
John D. Kerr, 29 Sep 96-present
Director, Directorate of Information Managenent:
Phyllis Hearn, Oct 00-Feb 02
Ni ck Bonacci, Feb 02-present
Director, Directorate of Logistics:
T.S. Haynend, 12 May 96-present
Director, Directorate of Contracting:
Berni e Val dez, Jan 97-present
Director, Directorate of Resource Managenent:
COL/ M Robert L. Hanson, 8 Jul 96-present
Director, Directorate of Public Works
COL Gary W Wight, Jun 98-Aug 01
COL Thomas Hodgi ni, Aug 01-present
Director, Directorate of Plans, Training, and Mobilization:
LTC M Enneki ng, Aug 00-Aug 01
LTC M Lingenfelter, Aug O1l-present

Note: The Director of DRM was converted froma mlitary
slot to a civilian slot in FY 2001.

APPENDI X FOUR
FI ELD ARTI LLERY SCHOOL COMMANDANTS

CPT Dan T. Moore, 19 Jul 1911-15 Sep 1914

LTC Edward F. Mcd achlin, Jr., |15 Sep [914-26 Jun |916
School was cl osed 26 June 1916-27 July 1917

COL WlliamJ. Snow, 27 Jul 1917-26 Sep 1917

BG Adrian S. Fleming, 26 Sep 191 7-11 May 1918
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Laurin L. Lawson, ||l May 1918-18 Dec
Dennis H Currie, 24 Dec 1918-10 Jun
Edward T. Donnely, 30 Jun [919-9 Jul
Ernest Hinds, 25 Oct 1919-1 Jul 1923
George LeR lrwin, | Jul 1923-1 Apr 1928
Dwi ght E. Aultrman, 6 Apr 1928-12 Dec |929
W Il liam Crui kshank, 8 Feb 1930-31 Jul 1934
Henry W Butner, |7 Sep 1934-10 Mar 1936
Augustine MliIntyre, 29 Jun |936-31 Jul 1940
Donal d C. Cubbison, | Aug |940-22 Dec | 940
George R. Allin, 20 Jan 1941-30 Jun |942
Jesnmond D. Balnmer, | Jul 1942-11 Jan 1944
Ol ando Ward, |12 Jan 1944-30 Oct 1944

Ral ph McT Pennell, 31 Oct [944-30 Aug | 945
Louis E. Hibbs, 30 Aug |1945-4 Jun | 946
Clift Andrus, 20 Jun |1946-15 Apr 1949
Joseph M Swing, 9 Apr 1949-31 Mar 1950
Arthur M Harper, 2 Apr 1950-16 Nov | 953
Charles E. Hart, 4 Jan 1954-28 May | 954
Edward T. WIllians, 8 Jul |954-23 Feb 1956
Thomas E. de Shazo, |12 Mar 1956-31 Jan 1959
Verdi B. Barnes, |5 Feb 1959-25 Mar 196l
Lewis S. Giffing, 6 Apr 1961 -3 Mar 1964
Harry H Critz, | Apr 1964-15 May 1967
Charles P. Brown, 5 Jul 1967-20 Feb 1970
Roderick Wetherill, 24 Feb 1970-31 May 1973
David E. Ot, | Jun 1973-24 Sep 1976

Donald R Keith, 9 Oct 1976-21 Oct 1977
Jack N. Merritt, 22 Oct 1977-26 Jun 1980
Edward A. Di nges, 27 Jun 1980-27 Sep 1982
John S. Crosby, 28 Sep 1982-3 Jun 1985
Eugene S. Korpal, 4 Jun 1985-17 Aug 1987
Raphael J. Hallada, 20 Aug 1987-19 Jul 1991
Fred F. Marty, 19 Jul 1991-15 Jun 1993

John A. Dubia, 15 Jun 1993-7 Jun 1995
Randal |l L. Rigby 7 Jun 1995-7 Jun 1997

Leo J. Baxter, 7 Jun 1997-11 Aug 1999

Toney Stricklin, 11 Aug 1999-23 Aug 01

M chael D. Maples, 23 Aug 01l-present

1918
1919
1919

This list represents the nost accurate information
currently available at Fort Sill. Since World War |, the
school commandant has al so served as post conmander of Fort
Sill.
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*MG WIlliamJ. Snow, 15 Feb 1918-19 Dec 1927
*MG Fred T. Austin, 20 Dec 1927-15 Feb 1930
*MG Harry G Bishop, 10 Mar 1930-9 Mar 1934
*MG Upton Birnie, Jr., 10 Mar 1934-24 Mar 1938
*MG Robert M Danford, 26 Mar 1938-9 Mar 1942
BG George R Allin, 9 Mar 1942-31 Jun 1942

BG Jesnond D. Balnmer, | Jul 1942-11 Jan |944

MG Orl ando Ward, |2 Jan 1944-30 Oct 1944

MG Ral ph McT Pennell, 31 Oct 1944-30 Aug | 945
MG Louis E. Hibbs, 30 Aug 1945-4 Jun 1946

MG Clift Andrus, 20 Jun |1946-15 Apr 1949

MG Joseph M Swing, 9 Apr 1949-31 Mar | 950

MG Arthur M Harper, 2 Apr |1950-16 Nov | 953
MG Charles E. Hart, 4 Jan |1954-28 May | 954

MG Edward T. WIllianms, 8 Jul 1|1954-23 Feb | 956
MG Thomas E. de Shazo, |2 Mar 1956-31 Jan 1959
MG Verdi B. Barnes, |5 Feb 1959-25 Mar 196l

MG Lewis S. Giffing, 6 Apr 1961 -3 Mar 1964
MG Harry H. Critz, | Apr 1964-15 May 1967

MG Charles P. Brown, 5 Jul 1967-20 Feb 1970

MG Roderick Wetherill, 24 Feb 1970-31 May 1973
MG David E. Ot, | Jun 1973-24 Sep 1976

MG Donald R Keith, 9 Oct 1976-2I COct 1977

MG Jack N. Merritt, 22 Oct 1977-26 Jun 1980

MG Edward A. Di nges, 27 Jun 1980-27 Sep 1982

*MG John S. Crosby, 28 Sep 1982-3 Jun 1985

*MG Eugene S. Korpal, 4 Jun 1985-17 Aug 1987
*MG Raphael J. Hallada, 20 Aug 1987-19 Jul 1991
*MG Fred F. Marty, 19 Jul 1991-15 Jun 1993

*MG John A. Dubia, 15 Jun 1993-7 Jun 1995

*MG Randall L. Rigby 7 Jun 1995-7 Jun 1997

*MG Leo J. Baxter, 7 Jun 1997-11 Aug 1999

*MG Toney Stricklin, 11 Aug 1999-23 Aug 01

*MG M chael D. Maples, 23 Aug 01-present

*I ndividuals with an asterisk by their nane were officially
recogni zed by the Departnment of War or Departnent of the
Arnmy as the Chief of Field Artillery. The War Depart nent
created the Ofice of the Chief of Field Artillery on 15
February 1918 to supervise the Field Artillery. On 9 Mrch
1942 the War Departnent abolished the Office of the Chief
of Field Artillery as part of a general wartine
reorgani zation and placed the Field Artillery under the
Army Ground Forces. When the War Departnent dissolved the
Chief of Field Artillery on 9 March 1942, General Allin,
who was serving as the Commandant of the Field Artillery
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School , becanme the unofficial Chief of Field Artillery. He
served as the unofficial Chief of Field Artillery and the
Commandant of the Field Artillery School wuntil 31 June
1942. In 1983 the Departnent of the Arny reestablished the
Chief of Field Artillery to oversee the devel opnent of
Field Artillery tactics, doctrine, organi zation, equipnent,
and training. Al t hough the War Departnment and |ater the
Departnment of the Army did not recognize an official Chief
of Field Artillery from 1942 through 1983, the Commandants
of the U S. Arnmy Field Artillery School and its successors
consi dered thenselves to be the Chief of Field Artillery.

APPENDI X SI X



9

i on,

I zat

Command Or gani

247
Tr ai ni ng

1 OCTOBER 2001

subj

TRAI NI NG COVMAND ORGANI ZATI ON

nsg,

| -116.

: Emai l
Doc

Sour ce
Jan 02,

SalvansL S

uouue) WSL ."
SINVY NSL

Qe apeg vsea

anndunm

SOAG UOINPO.d pue

fiauung ABojouy2a] uonewio|

sdo suly
pauiquio] g S4

UETTEN]
V4 1oe

T
preeanel & &

pw? Buures
(ov) 900

—

APPENDI X SEVEN



248
LI ST OF DOCUMENTS

CHAPTER ONE

1. Oficial Biography, MG M chael D. Maples

la. "Mapl es New Commandi ng General,"” Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 30 Aug 01, p. 1la.

laa. Official Biography, BG David C. Ral ston.

2. "Assistant Commandants Change," Field Artillery,
Nov- Dec 01, p. 36.

3. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Training Conmand
Organi zational Chart, 9 Jan 02.

4. Email nmsg, subj: School Reorganization, 24 Jan

02.

5. Interview, Dastrup with Fred R Rowzee,
Operations O ficer, Gunnery Departnment, 16 Jan 02.

6. Fact Sheet, subj: FDIC, 10 Jan 02.

7. "Futures Devel opment Integrated with FDIC, " Fort
Sill Cannoneer, 1 Mar 01, p. la.

8. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Transformation of
Trai ning Command for Annual Conmand History, 19 Feb 02.

9. Staffing Paper with atch, subj: Accreditation of
| ET, Ldr Dev, and CTC Program 15 Jan 02.

10. Briefing, subj: Quality Assurance Pilot, 6 Feb

02.

11. Interview, Dastrup with Dr. P. Robertson, Dir,
Quality Assurance O fice, 8 Feb 02.

12. Email nsg, subj: Budget for Annual Comrand
Hi story, 15 Mar 02.

13. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Budget for Annua
Command Hi story, 15 Mar 02.

14. Menorandum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Cdr's
Statenment - FYO1 Appropriation TRADOC Budget Gui dance, 29
Dec 00.

15. Email nsg with atch, subj: 2001 Budget for
Annual Command Hi story, 5 Mar 02.

16. Email msg with atch, subj: Conmander's
Statenent, 16 Jan O01.

17. Menorandum for CG USAFACFS, subj: Exceptions to
TRADOC Civilian Hire Freeze, Decision Paper, 2 Mar 01l.

18. Email nmsg, subj: 2001 Budget for Annual Command
Hi story, 5 Mar 02.

19. Email nsg, subj: Questions on Sill
I nterpretation of Funding Constraint Guidance, 28 Feb 01.

20. Email nsg, subj: FYO1l Funding Restrictions, 28
Feb O1.
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21. Email nmsg with atch, subj: FYO1l Fundi ng
Restrictions/ Constraint, 23 Mar Ol.

22. Email nmsg, subj: FYO1l Fundi ng
Restrictions/Constraints, 27 Mar 01.

23. Email nsg, subj: Funding Constraints, 26 Feb O1l.

24. Email msg with atch, subj: FYOl1l Funding
Constraint for April, 14 May O1.

25. Email nmsg, subj: Annual Conmand History, 5 Mar
02.

26. Briefing, subj: Fort Sill's FYO1 Fundi ng
Assessnent Rel ook, 13 Mar O01.

27. Briefing, subj: Fort Sill's FYO1l and FY02
Fundi ng Assessnent, 8 May O1.

28. Menorandum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Funding
Restriction I npacts, 9 Mar O01.

29. Interview, Dastrup with Barbara MIlam DRM 8
Mar 02.

30. Email msg with atch, subj: Annual Conmmand
Hi story, 5 Mar 02.

31. Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: FY02
TRADOC Budget Gui dance, undat ed.

32. Email msg, subj: Annual Conmmand History, 5 Mar
02.

33. Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: FY02
TRADOC Budget Gui dance, 26 Oct O01.

34. Menorandum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Commander's
St atenment - FY02 TRADOC Budget Gui dance, 19 Nov O01.

35. Briefing, subj: FYO02 Budget CGuidance, 15 Nov O01.

36. FY02 TRADOC Budget Gui dance, 19 Nov 01.

37. Menorandum for Conmand Hi storian with atchs,
subj : USAFACFS Annual Conmand Hi story for CY2001, 29 Jan
02.

38. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Draft Sections on
BRAC and A76 for Annual Command History, 4 Mar 02.

39. Fact Sheet, subj: BRAC Updated, 7 Jan 02.

40. Information Paper, subj: BRAC
Cl osure/ Real i gnnent, 7 Jan 02.

41. FY99 BRAC Cl eanup Plan and Abstract Analysis
(Extract), Jul 00.

42. Menorandum for Conmmand Hi storian with atchs,
subj : USAFACFS Annual Conmmand Hi story for CY2001, 29 Jan
02.

43. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Draft Section on BRAC
and A76 for Annual Command Hi story, 4 Mar 02.

44. Fact Sheet, subj: INF Treaty, 2001.

45. Fact Sheet, subj: INF Elim nations and
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| nspectable Sites, 2001.

46. Fact Sheet, subj: INF, The Begi nning and End of
an Era, 2001.

47. Fact Sheet, subj: I NF Inspection Status, 2001.

48. Fact Sheet, subj: The Pershi ng Weapon System and
its Elimnation, 22 Jan 02.

49. Interview, Dastrup with LTC James W Carney,
Power Projection Division, DPTM 8 Jan 02.

49a. Menmor andum f or Comand Hi storian, subj:
Coordi nati on of 2001 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 15
Mar 02.

50. Interview, Dastrup with LTC Janes W Carney,
Power Projection Division, DPTM 8 Jan 02.

51. "Sol diers Honme After Kuwait Deploynent," Fort
Sill Cannoneer, 1 Feb 01, p. la.

52. "Task Force Deploys to Kuwait," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 23 Aug 01, p. 1la.

53. "Arnmy WII Soon Inplement a New, Costly Force
Protection Plan,"” Inside the Arny, 7 Jan 02, p. 1.

54. Msg, subj: Increased Vigilance for Possible Acts
of Terrorism 301849Z May O1.

55. Briefing, subj: Force Protection O&0O Stat us
Update, 1 Nov O1.

56. TRADOC Regul ati on 525-13, Force Protection
Program 12 Dec 97.

57. Email msg, subj: Force Protection Plan, 9 Jan

02.

58. Briefing, subj: Force Protection, 1998.

59. Email nmsg with atch, subj: History Docunent, 26
Feb 02.

60. Email msg, subj: FW Sources on Anti-Terrorism
6 Dec OLl.

61. "Exercise to Slow, Stop Traffic," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 19 Jul 01, p. 1a.

62. "Gate Access Controls Start Sep 1," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 26 Jul 01, p. 1la.

63. "Registration Stickers Required," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 26 Jul 01, p. 1a.

64. "Security Forces Trained, Tested," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 2 Aug 01, p. la.

65. "Gate Access Control Begins Oct 1," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 16 Aug 01, p. 1a.

66. "Special Unit Vital in 'Noble Eagle,'" ArnyLink
News, 19 Sep O1.

67. Menorandum for CG TRADOC, subj: Fort Sil
Access Plan, 23 May O01.



251

68. "' Noble Eagle' Needs 35,000 Reservists,"
ArnmyLi nk News, 20 Sep 01.

69. "Reserve Conponents to Guard Anerica's
Hormel and, " ArnmyLi nk News, 25 Sep 01.

70. "D.C. National Guard First to be Mbilized,"
ArnmyLi nk News, 1 Oct O01.

71. "Arny Guard, Reserve Units Called Up," ArnyLink
News, 4 COct O0O1.

72. "Reservists Called to Active Duty," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 27 Sep 01, p. 1la.

73. "Reserve, CGuard Units Called Up," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 4 Cct 01, p. 1la.

74. Interview, Dastrup with LTC Janes W Carney,
Pl ans and Exercise Division, DPTM 8 Jan 02.

75. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 21 Dec O01.

76. Menmorandum wi th atch for Command Hi storian,
subj: Coordi nation of 2001 USAFACFS Annual Conmand
Hi story, 16 Mar 02.

77. Email msg, subj: OPORD, 22 Sep 01

78. Emmil nsg, subj: Inmmediate Force Protection
Action, 11 Sep O1.

79. Email nmsg, subj: Key Personnel Location and
Contact Info, 11 Sep O1.

80. Emmil nmsg, subj: Anti-Terrorisnm Force Protection
Gui dance, 11 Sep 01

81. Email nmsg, subj: Force Protection Working G oup
Meeting, 11 Sep O1.

82. Emmil nmsg, subj: Anti-Terrorisnm Force Protection
Gui dance for 12 Sep O1.

83. Emmil nsg, subj: Guidance for 12 Sep 01

84. Emmil nsg, subj: Guidance for 12 Sep 01

85. Emmil nmsg, subj: Fort Sill SITREP, 11 Sep O01.

86. Emmil nsg, subj: Guidance for Crisis Managenent
Team Meeting, 12 Sep O1.

87. Email nsg, subj: Daily Sitrep for Approval to
Send to TRADOC, 13 Sep 01.

88. Briefing, subj: CG Update, undated.

89. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 22 Sep 01.

90. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 28 Sep O01.

91. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 15 Oct O1.

92. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 25 Nov O0Ol.

93. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 27 Dec O0O1.

94. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 8 Cct O1.

95. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 28 Oct O0O1.

96. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 4 Nov O01.

97. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 11 Nov O1.
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98. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 8 Dec 01

99. Briefing, subj: CG Update, 15 Dec O0O1.

100. Email nsg, subj: Sitrep, 2 Oct 01

101. Permanent Order 345-20, 5th Army, 11 Dec O01.
Permanent Order 274-2, 5th Arny, 1 Cct O01.

102. Permanent Order 274-2, 5th Arny, 1 Cct O0O1.

103. Email nsg, subj: Activation of 5045th Garrison
Support Unit, 28 Sep 01.

104. Email nsg, subj: DA Mobilization Order 005-01
Oper ation Noble Eagle, 1 Cct O1.

105. "Texas NG Sol diers Activated Here," Fort Sill
Cannoneer, 13 Dec 01, p. 8a.

106. Briefing, subj: Conpany A 3D Battalion, 141st
I nfantry, undat ed.

107. Sitrep, 4 Nov 01.

108. DOD News Rel ease, 19 Dec 01, National Guard and
Reserves Mobilized as of 19 Dec O01.

109. DOD News Rel ease, 21 Nov 01, National Guard and
Reserves Mobilized as of 21 Nov 01.

110. Menorandum for HQ TRADOC, subj: Fort Sill Force
Protection Requirenents, 21 Sep 01

111. Menorandum for HQ TRADOC, subj: Draft TRADOC
Force Protection Operational and Organizational Plan, 9
Nov O1.

112. HQ TRADCC, Draft Force Protection Operational
and Organi zational Plan Version 4.0 (Extract), 16 Nov 01.

113. Menorandum for TRADCC I nstall ati on Commander s,
subj: Conmmand Force Protection Planni ng Gui dance,
undat ed.

114. Email nsg with atch, subj: Response to Draft
O&O Pl an, 9 Nov 01.

115. Email nsg with atch, subj: Force Protection
Pl an, 9 Jan 02.

116. Email nsg, subj: Training Conmand
Organi zational Chart, 9 Jan 02.

CHAPTER TWO

1. COL (Ret) John K. Anderson, "Fires Training XXl
A Training Strategy for the 21st Century,"” Field
Artillery, Jan-Feb 02, pp. 8-11.

2. Fires Training XXI (Extract), 30 Sep O1.

3. "Distance Learning: Keeping Soldiers in Units,"
Field Artillery, Feb 02, p. 39.

4. Information Technol ogy and Production Services
Di vi si on, Futures Devel opnment Integration Center, USAFAS,
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Di stance Learni ng Honepage, 29 Jan 02.

5. Total Arny Distance Learning Program 29 Jan 02.

6. Fact Sheet, subj: USAFAS DL Schedul e of Cl asses
FYO01l, undat ed.

7. Email nsg, subj: DL Input to Annual Command
Hi story, 18 Mar 02.

8. Email nmsg, subj: TASS 01 FA History, 23 Jan 02.

8a. Emmil msg, subj: TASS 01 FA History, 24 Jan 02.

9. Email nmsg with atch, subj: TASS, 26 Feb 02.

10. The Arny Training and Leader Devel opnent Panel
Officer Study, 25 May O01.

11. Briefing, subj: Leader Devel opnent Canpai gn Pl an
OES Wor kshop, 9-11 Jan 02.

12. Briefing, subj: Leader Devel opnent
Transformation, 8 Nov 0O1.

13. Email nsg, subj: FAOBC, 26 Feb 02.

14. Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Alvin Peterson,

Chi ef, Cannon Division, Gunnery Departnent, 24 Jan 02.

15. "Arny Acts on Training and Leaders Devel opnment
Findings," U S. Arny News Rel ease, 25 May O01.

16. "Survey Says 'Bal ance Arny Needs with Arny
Beliefs,"" ArnmyLink News, 25 May O01.

17. "Study Suggests Fixes for O ficer Devel opnent,”
ArnyLi nk News, 25 May O01.

18. LTC Gordon K. Rogers, "Transform ng
Institutional Training and Leaders Devel opnent," Arny
AL&T, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 7-8.

19. Menorandum for CG, subj: Trip Report - TRADCC
Leaders Devel opnent Canpai gn Plan Conference, 17 COct O0l.

20. Briefing, subj: BOLC Course Description, 11 Jan

02.

21. Briefing, subj: BOLC Phase Il, 2001

22. VWite Paper, subj: Transform ng Technical Fire
Control, undated.

23. Email nsg, subj: FACCC, 26 Feb 02.

24. Interview, Dastrup with COL Stephen D. Mtchell
Dir, Gunnery Departnment, 3 Jan 02.

25. MAJ Stephen P. Wertz, "Restructuring Gunnery in
t he Captains Career Course," Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01,
pp. 38-39.

26. Briefing, subj: Leader Devel opnment Canpai gn Pl an
OCES Wor kshop, 9-11 Jan 02.

27. Interview, Dastrup with CAPT Paul J. Payne,
Canadi an Arny Exchange O ficer, FSCAOD, 28 Jan 02.

28. Email nmsg with atch, subj: AFSB State of the
Uni on, 25 Jan 02.
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29. Interview, Dastrup with LTC Scott Dallam Deputy
Assi stant Commandant for Arny National Guard O fice, 11
Jan 02.

30. Fact Sheet, subj: Information on FACCC-DL, Jan
02.

31. Email msg with atch, subj: FACCC-DL, 20 Feb 02.

32. Email nsg, subj: PCC, 27 Feb 02.

33. Interview, Dastrup with SFC Threats, PCC
Manager, FSCAOD, 1 Feb 02.

34. FA Precommand Course Training Schedule 02-02.

35. FA Precommand Course Synopsi s, undated.

36. Information Paper, subj: New Nunbering System
for Fire Support and Field Artillery Manuals, 26 Jun 00.

37. Interview, Dastrup with LTC Joe Wods, Chi ef,
Training and Doctrine Division, FD C, 28 Feb 02.

38. FM 3.09 (Extract).

39. Email nmsg with atch, subj: FM 3.09, 4 Mar 02.

40. Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Charles H Akin,
MLRS NETT, 17 Jan 02.

41. Email nmsg, subj: MRS NETT, 1 Mar 02.

42. Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Robert F. Markovetz,
Pal adin NETT, GD, 23 Jan 02.

43. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Paladin MLO9A6 Sel f -
propell ed 155-mm, 19 Feb 02.

44, Email nmsg, subj: Paladin NETT, 23 Jan 02.

44a. Interview, Dastrup with SFC Tinothy W Cri sp,
Basi ¢ Fire Support Branch, FSCAOD, 22 Feb 02.

45. Email nmsg with atch, subj: BFIST Training, 5 Mar
02.

46. Briefing, subj; BFIST, 2001.

47. Email nmsg, subj: Dates, 16 Dec 01

47a. Briefing, subj: TRADOC Trends Reversal Program
ca 2001.

47aa. Briefing, subj: JRTC 01-06 Focused Rotation
Wor kshop, 14-16 Feb 01.

48. COL Leonard G Swartz, "Training to Reverse CTC
Negative Trends: Getting Fires Back into the Close
Fight," Field Artillery, Feb 02, pp. 12-14.

48a. Menor andum for Director, FSCAOD, subj:

Coordi nati on of 2001 USAFACFS Annual Conmand History, 14
Mar 02.

49. Briefing, subj: Trends Reversal Program 2001.

50. MSG (Ret) Henry J. Koel zer, "School house Hel p
for Home-Station Training," Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 00,
pp. 44-45.

51. LTC Gary H. Cheek, "Training for the NIC," Field
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Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, pp. 10-15.

52. Briefing, subj: Trends Reversal Model, 2001.

53. Briefing, subj: Fire Support Focused Rotati on,
COG I nbrief, NTC, 2001

54. Briefing, subj: Hammer Crunch Fire Support AAR
23 Feb 01.

55. Menorandum for Cdr, 1-10 FA, subj: 3/3 | D Hamrer
Crunch Take Honme Packet, 26 Feb 01.

56. Menorandum for Record, subj: AAR of JRTC Fires
Focused Rotation 01-06, 1 May O1.

57. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Production Statistics
for FATC during FY2001, 28 Feb 02.

58. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Student Production
Statistics for FAOBC and FACCC, 4 Mar 02.

59. Emmil msg with atch, subj: Production
Statistical Report, 19 Mar 02.

60. Email nmsg with atch, subj: AT Production
Statistics, 20 Mar 02.

CHAPTER THREE

1. Quadrenni al Defense Review Report, 30 Sep 01

2. "Army: Lightweight How tzer the Only Viable
Option for Brigade Team " Inside the Arnmy, 30 Jul 01, pp.
1, 7.

3. IBCT Organi zational and Operational Concept
(Extract), 30 Jun 00.

4. Briefing, subj: IBCT Organizational Concept, 12
Jan 01.

5. "Arny's First |BCT Exceeds Expectations During
War fighter Exercise,"” Inside the Arny, 15 Oct 01, pp. 1,
11.

6. COL Steven L. Bailey, "Fires for the IBCT," Field
Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 5-8.

7. "Arnmy Oficially Begins Transformation to Initial
Bri gade Conbat Team " Fort Lewis Press Rel ease, 13 Apr
00.

8. Briefing, subj: IBCT Organizational and
Operational, 8 Jan 02.

8a. COL Steven L. Bailey, "Fires for the IBCT,"
Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 5-8.

9. LTC Henry S. Larsen IIl and MAJ M chael T. Wl sh,
"Transform ng Fire Support for the IBCT," Field
Artillery, Mar-Apr 01, pp. 7-11.

10. LTC Henry S. Larsen IlIl and MAJ WIlliam . Fox
11, "Transform ng the FA Battalion for the IBCT," Field
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Artillery, Mar-Apr 01, pp. 12-15.

10a. BG WIliamF. Engel, "Transformng Fires for
the Objective Force,"” Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, p. 10.

10aa. MG M chael D. Maples, "Transformation: The Way
Ahead," Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, p. 1.

11. CPT Kevin E. Finch, LTC Henry S. Larsen IIlIl, and
CPT Vincent J. Bellisario, "Counterfire for the IBCT,"
Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 01, pp. 14-18.

12. U.S. Arny Posture Statenment for FYOl (Extract).

13. Briefing, subj: Equi pping the Brigade Conbat
Team 21 Jun O00.

14. Information Paper, subj: AUSA Transform Panel
Briefing, 26 Cct 00.

15. Briefing, subj: Recapitalization of the Legacy
Force, 17 COct 00.

16. Briefing, subj: Arny Transformation, 17 Oct 00.

17. 2001 Arny Modernization Plan (Extract).

18. Testinony, General Shinseki before Senate Arnmed
Services Conmttee, 10 Jul O1.

19. Information Paper, subj: CSA Remarks at AUSA
Sem nar, 8 Nov O1.

20. Information Paper, subj: Power of Digitization
Proves Worth During Arny Force on Force Exercise, 18 Apr
01.

21. Information Paper, subj: 4th ID Shows Info
Superiority at Division Capstone Exercise, 20 Apr 01.

22. Briefing (Extract), subj: DCX | Observations, 25
Apr 01.

23. Division Capstone Exercise Phase | Initial
I nsi ghts Menorandum (FOUO), Apr 01. Information not
used.

24. Information Paper, subj: AUSA Transform Panel
Briefing, 26 Cct 00.

25. Briefing (Extract), subj: Field Artillery
Futures Update, 2002.

26. InterimDivision Organi zati onal and Operati onal
Pl an, Feb O01.

27. Briefing, subj: None, 12 Cct O1.

28. Briefing (Extract), subj: MR, Arny
Transformati on and Conbat Health Support, 2 Mar O01.

29. Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: Arny
Order of Precedence to Support the Initial Phase of the
Armmy Transformati on, 7 Dec 00.

30. I AV M ssion Needs Statement (Extract), 22 Feb
00.

31. Information Paper, subj: Messages and Qs and As
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for the IBCT Stationing Plan, 11 Jul O1.

32. General Accounting Ofice Report, subj: Mlitary
Transformati on, Nov O1.

33. "Arny Selects Followon Transformation
Bri gades,"” Arny News Service, 12 Jul O01.

33a. Msg, subj: CSA Sends-The Interim Brigade Conbat
Team Transformati on Schedule, 12 Jul O01.

33aa. "Arny Announces Locations of Next Interim
Bri gade Conbat Teans," U S. Arny Public Affairs Ofice,
12 Jul O01.

34. Information Paper, subj: Arny Transformation, 12
Jul 01.

35. White Paper, subj: Concept for the Objective
Force, Nov O01.

36. U.S. Arny Transformati on Concept Plan (FOUO, 10
Apr 01. Information not used.

37. TRADOC Panphlet (Draft) 525-3-91, Objective
Force, 6 Nov O1.

38. Interview, Dastrup with Sammy Coffrman, Dep Dir,
FDI C, 12 Mar 02.

39. Unit of Enploynent Concept (Draft), 1 Nov O1l.

40. "Arny Asks Congress to Drop Demand for
Conpar ative | BCT Evaluation,"” Inside the Arnmy, 29 Oct 01,
pp. 1, 11.

41. Information Paper, subj: 1AV, 2002.

41la. | AV ORD (Extract), 6 Apr 00.

4laa. Fact Sheet, subj: Brigade Conmbat Team 5 Mar

02.

4laaa. "Interim Arnored Vehicle Testing Begins,"
Army News Service, 8 Jun 00.

42. News Briefing, subj: IBCT and I Avs, 17 May 01.

43. "Arny Statenent on GAO Interim Arnored Vehicle
Protest Recommendation,” U S. Arny News Rel ease, 9 Apr
01.

44, "Arnmy Selects GMto Make Interim Arnored
Vehicle," ArnyLi nk News, 20 Nov O00.

44a. "Arnmy Orients Interim Force Toward Pacific Rim
to Achi eve Bal ance,” Inside the Arny, 16 Jul 01, pp. 1,
11.

45. U. S. Arny News Rel ease, "Arny Announced Nane for
InterimArnored Vehicle," 27 Feb 02.

46. "Senate Arned Services Committee Confirnms New
Armmy Under Secretary," Inside the Arnmy, 12 Nov 01, pp. 1,
14.

47. Email msg, subj: Arnmy Announces Nanme for Interim
Arnmored Vehicle, 27 Feb 02.
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48. "Congress G ves Pentagon Option to Waive | AV
Testing Requirenent,” Inside the Arny, 17 Dec 01, pp. 1,
10.

49. M ssion Need Statenent for FCS, 2 Nov 01.

50. "DARPA and Arny Sel ect Contractors for Future
Conmbat Systens Program " O fice of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), 9 May 00.

51. Briefing (Extract), subj: FCS Industry Day, 9
Nov O1.

52. Point Paper, subj: Future Combat System 18 My
01.

53. "GDLS Officials Tout Possible Future Combat
System Chassis," Inside the Arny, 22 Cct 01, pp. 11, 12.

54. Briefing, subj: Future Conbat Systens:

Manuf acturi ng Readi ness, 27 Nov 01.

55. Information Paper, subj: Future Conbat
Systens/ Future Conbat System 2001.

56. Information Paper, subj: FCS, 4 Feb 02.

57. Briefing (Extract), subj: FCS Conpetition for
Lead System I ntegrator, 9 Nov O1.

58. Briefing, subj: Building An Army. . .FCS as Part
of the Objective Force, 9 Nov 01.

59. Statement of Required Capabilities, FCS, 2 Nov

01.

60. Field Artillery Mddernization and Transformtion
Plan (Draft), Jan 02.

61. Statenent by LTG Randall L. Rigby, Deputy
Commandi ng General (Futures), TRADOC, before the Energing
Threats and Capabilities Subcomm ttee, Arned Services
Comm ttee, US Senate, Second Session, 106th Congress, 20
Oct 99.

62. LTC Vance J. Nannini and COL Arthur M Bartell,
"Li ght Force Moderni zation: The FA Battalion in the JCF-
AVE, " Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 01, pp. 42-45.

63. TRADOC Conbat Devel opments Newsletter, Oct 00,

p. 1.
64. Joint Venture, TRADOC, "JCF AWE," unpagi nat ed.
65. "4th I D Shows Info Superiority at DCX," ArnyLink
News, 17 Apr O1.

66. "Arny Denonstrates Information Superiority at
DCX, " TRADOC News Service, 16 Apr O01.

67. "DCX 'A Great Denonstration of Warfighting
Capability" Says Shinseki," TRADOC Public Affairs O fice,
undat ed.

68. "First Digitized Division to be Chall enged at
NTC Exercise,"” ArnyLink News, 19 Mar O01.
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69. "Division Capstone Exercise I1," TRADOC Public
Affairs Office, undated.

70. Email msg, subj: DCX, 11 Mar 02.

71. Interview, Dastrup with LTC Richard C. Longo,
Task Force XXI, 25 Feb 02.

7la. Fact Sheet, subj: Executive Summary for DCX |
Initial Insights Menorandum 21 Nov 01.

72. MG Toney Stricklin, "Field Artillery: Relevant,
Trained and Ready . . . Two Years Later,"” Field
Artillery, Jul-Aug 01, pp. 1-6.

73. LTC Robert R. Leonhard, "Classical Fire Support
vs. Parallel Fires," Arny, Apr 01, pp. 47-50.

74. MG Toney Stricklin and COL (Ret) Sammy Cof f man,
"Maki ng Cl ose Supporting Fires Happen," Arny, Aug 01, pp.
33-38.

75. Interview, Dastrup with Thomas L. Hills,

Anal ytics Branch, FDIC, 27 Feb 02.

76. Briefing, subj: Integrated Munitions Strategy
Anal ysis I n-process Review, 15 Feb 02.

77. Scott R Gourley, "XMB92 Excalibur Warhead,"
Arny, Nov 01, pp. 56-57.

78. Information Paper, subj: Excalibur 155mm
Preci si on- Gui ded Extended Range Artillery Projectile
Fam |y, 2001

79. Email nsg, subj: None, 12 Mar 02.

80. Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Danny J. Sprengl e,
TSM Cannon, 6 Feb 02.

81. Interview, Dastrup with Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM
Cannon, 4 Feb 02.

82. Arny RDT and E Budget Item Justification,
Artillery Miunitions EVMD, Jun O1.

83. Information Paper, subj: Excalibur and
Traj ectory Correctable Munitions (TCM Program Merger, 21
Nov O1.

84. Emmil nmsg with atch, subj: Excalibur, 20 Feb 02.

85. Information Paper, subj: TCM 5 Feb 02.

85a. Menor andum for Arny Acquisition Executive, subj:
Excal i bur and TCM Program Merger, 21 Nov 01

86. Interview, Dastrup with Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM
Cannon, 4 Feb 02.

86a. Menorandum for Program Manager, Crusader, subj:
Crusader Depl oyability Requirenments, 24 Nov 99.

87. Briefing, subj: None, Dec 00.

88. Report, subj: Crusader and the Arny
Transformation, 15 Dec 00.

89. Emmil nmsg with atch, subj: Crusader Article for
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FA Journal, 14 Jan 02.

90. Information Paper, subj: Crusader's Performance
Continues to Meet or Exceed Arny Expectations, 28 Feb 01.

91. Information Paper, subj: Arny Calls Howtzers
Vital to Future Conmbat System - Arny Oficials Briefed at
Executive Level Review, 29 Jun 01

92. GAO Report, subj: Steps to Inprove the Crusader
Program s | nvestnent Decisions, Feb 02.

93. Briefing, subj: Crusader Review, 15 Jul 01

94. Briefing (Extract), subj: Conbined Arns Fighting
Rati onal e and Crusader System Capabilities, 20 Jul O0O1.

94a. Emmil msg with atch, subj: Crusader, 5 Apr 02.

95. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Crusader in the FA
Mod Strategy, 14 Jan 02.

95a. Emmil msg, subj: Legacy to Objective, 4 Dec 01

96. Email msg with atch, subj: Crusader GAO Draft
Report Rebuttal, 3 Jan 02.

97. Information Paper, subj: Crusader Passes Maj or
Army M| estone, 20 Dec O01.

98. Information Paper, subj: Crusader Passes Mj or
Army M| estone, 24 Dec 01

99. Information Paper, subj: Crusaders Passes Maj or
Army M| estone, 20 Dec O01.

100. Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Charles J. Enmerson
TSM Cannon, 11 Feb 02.

101. Information Paper, subj: Crusader Design Review
Successful, 1 Feb 02.

102. GAO, subj: Defense Acquisition, Crusader
Program Jan 02.

103. Information Paper, subj: XM/77 LW 155, 15 Dec
98.

104. Interview, Dastrup with John Yager, TSM Cannon
1 Feb 02.

105. Briefing, subj: LW55, 1998.

106. "Bolstering Fire Support,” Arnmed Forces Journal
| nternational, Dec 01, pp. 46-48.

107. Email nmsg with atch, subj: LW55, 7 Mar 02.

108. Interview, Dastrup with Doug Brown, Dep Dir,
TSM Cannon, 4 Feb 02.

109. Information Paper, subj: LW 155, 2002.

110. Email nsg, subj: 3002 Command Hi story - LWJ55,
12 Mar 02.

111. Briefing, subj: LW155 and TAD, 1 Cct O01.

112. Briefing, subj: Arny Calls Howitzer Vital to
Future Conmbat System Arny O ficials Briefed at Executive
Level Review, 29 Jun 01
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113. Email nmsg, subj: LW 155, 6 Feb 02.

114. Email nsg, subj: Program Manager, 6 Feb 02.

115. Email nsg, subj: ML19LASI P and ML98HI PE, 22 Feb
02.

116. Menorandum for Director, TSM RAMS, subj:

Coordi nation of 2001 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 5
Mar 02.

117. Email nsg with atch, subj: GWLRS, 14 Mar 02.

118. Email nsg with atch, subj: MRS Minitions, 25
Feb 02.

119. Fact Sheet, subj: Biography of Dave MCurdy,
undat ed.

120. Fact Sheet, subj: Guided M.RS Rocket, |late
2001.

121. Fact Sheet, subj: Lockheed Martin Continues
Testing MLRS at White Sands, 6 Jul O1l.

122. Fact Sheet, subj: Lockheed Martin's CGuided MRS
Rocket Successful in White Sands Test, 14 Dec 00.
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